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PREFACE

Sometimes in the course of its operation the Center for Occupational

Education has the opportunity to see several of its functions represented

in a single project. The present monograph provides an excellent example

of this phenomenon.

Obviously, the primary function fulfilled by the publication of

this monograph relates to research. Its presentation in the Center

Research and Development Monograph Series insures that the study has net

exacting standards of professional quality. The Monograph represents a

sutitantial contribution to the research literatue on occupational

aspiration, and has widespread implications for the study of the effects

of integration on student populations.

Not so obviously, the second function fulfilled through the publica-

tion of this monograph relates to training. We can reflect, with a note

of pride, that the leadership and support made possible through the

Center's program has helped contribute to the professional development

of a new researcher in the field of occupational education,

Both the research and development and the training function are

extremely important to the Center's program. Generally speaking, the

research and development function carries the shorter term impact on

the field of occupational education; the training function will have a

long term affect on research in the field. In the case of this monograph,

however, both effects are visible. The research reported in this mono-

graph should be only the beginning of a career.
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ABSTRACT

LEWIS, CHARLES EDWARD, JR. School Integration, Occupational ENoctations

and Occupational Education: A Study of North Carolina High School Boys.

This study investigates the relationship between racial integration

in secondary school systems and student's level of occupational expecta-

tion. Various levels of occupational expectation are assttmed to result

from socialization experiences in the physical and social environment

of individuals. Integration, as one aspect of the environment, is per-

ceived as having two dimensions -- physical and social -- that vary in

intensity.

Integration, expectation, and the integration-expectation associa-

tion are analyzed in relation to socioeconomic status, size of school,

community orientation, knowledge of occupational education opportuni-

ties, and occupational preparation behavior. Differenc.s in level of

occupational expectation are explained in terms of race, and intensity

and type of integration.

The data foa the study were obtained from a sample, size 1,264,

of high school male seniors in 84 schools, integrated and segregated,

in North Cart.lina.

The antlpis shows that in physically integrated schools white

students have higher occupational expectation levels than nonwhite

students except when socioeconomic status is low, the school is small,

or social integration is high. In segregated schools the expectation

iv
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level of white and nonwhite students does not differ regardless of

socioeconomic status. Whether white or nonwhite, segregated or physi-

cally integrated, urban students have higher expectations than rural

students.

In both segregated and physically integrated schools, social

integration is positively related to occupational expectations within

both racial groups. The association obtains regardless of socio-

economic status, school size, or community orientation. However, there

is no association between physical integration and expectations.

Level of occupational expectation is positively related to socio-

economic status for both white and nonwhite students. Occupational

expectation is also positively related to school site for white students,

but not for nonwhite students.

For both white and nonwhite students, social integration and occu-

pational expectation level are positively associated with knowledge of

occupational education opportunities and occupational preparation

behavior. However, physical integration is negatively associated with

the knowledge and preparation variables.

The general assumption that white students have higher expectations

than nonwhite students is unfounded in view of the findings of this

study which indicate that there is no difference between the level of

expectations of segregated white and segregated nonwhite students. How-

ever, the assumption is supported by the fact that within the group of

integrated white and nonwhite students, and the group that includes both

integrated and segregated students, white students have a higher occupa-

tional expectation level than the nonwhite students.
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The results imply that the physical and social dimensions of

the school integration phenomenon, as well as race of the student,

influence occupational expectations quite differently. High occupa-

tional expectations are more prevalent among racial minority students

in segregated schools t4an in physically integrated schools and an

increased intensity of physical integration seems to lower expectations

of the minority students. On Cie other hand, increased social integra-

tion seems to result in higher expectations regardless of physical

integration, segregation, and race. Apparently, physical integration

not accompanied by high social integration does little toward bringing

occupational expectations of white and nonwhite students to the same

level.

Results of the analysis suggest that need for occupational educa-

tion programs in both integrated and segregated schools that would

emphasize social integration as a means of raising expectation levels.

Such programs are obviously appropriate for low expectation students

since those students lack the means and motivation to seek traditional

higher education. Also, it is precisely the low expectation level cate-

gory of students that most urgently need to develop occupational skills

in order to lead productive lives, especially the nonwhite students.

The accent toward social integration and motivation of those students

is apparently an endeavor that could best be accomplished by high school

guidance personnel and vocational education teachers,
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INTRODUCTION

Background of the Problem

Upward social mobility is one of the major value orientations of

American society, and it is generally accepted that occupational and

educational achievement is the most common means of status achievement.

The study of social mobility has received considerable attention in

the past few decades and especially in the recent past the "war on

poverty" has fostered a great deal of activity relevant to the rela-

tionship between the individual's occupation, his race, and his level

of living. Particularly, as Kuvlesky (1966, p. 160) points out:

. . .social scientists representing a variety
of disciplines and public leaders at all levels
are focusing an increasing amount of attention
on the motivational and orientation factors involved
in occupational mobility.

A basic assumption underlying existing motivational theory is that

an individual's level of occupational aspiration influences his occupa-

tional and educational achievement. That is, the individual whose level

of aspiration is high is more likely to attain a high level of education

and a high status occupation than a person whose level of aspiration is

low. The individual's learned desires and preferences for a particular

occupational or educational status partially condition his choices and

achievement.

Another fundamental assumption employed in current motivation

research is that various levels of aspiration are determined largely by

the interpersonal situations within which individuals are socialized

(Haller and Butterworth, 1960). S.cialization, the interactional
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process whereby norms, behavior patterns, and social-cultural qualities

are learned, occurs throughout life. The results of this process -

attitudes, knowledge, overt behavior - are dependent to a large extent

on the social environment within which the individual was socialized.

The school system may represent two unique types of social environment.

One is the racially segregated school environment ar4 the other is the

racially integrated school environment. Within the segregated school

racial groups are isolated and interaction with groups of students and

teachers of diverse backgrounds is restricted. The integrated school

affords possibilities for interaction between racially different groups

of students. Thus the social setting in segregated and nonsegregated

schools is obviously quite different in terms of possibilities for

socialization, interpersonal relations, and behavior patterns. Those

students who attend school in the different settings would bye expected

to demonstrate diverse motivation, knowledge, personalities, and

distinct attitudes concerning opportunities and achievement, and vary-

ing overt behavior.

The Problem and Objectives

Partly in recognition of the differences in socialization oppor-

tunities, motivation potential, and actual achievement, public school

integration versus school segregation has become a major concern of a

large segment of American society. To date, there is only speculation

about the effect that integration has had or will have on the individ-

uals involved. School integration simply assures that students of all

racial groups will have the s'me "in school" physical setting. However,
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the mere assurance of identical facilities does not guarantee identical

products. In fact, little is known of the various possible effects of

racial integration on the students involved.

The major emphasis in this study is the investigation of racial

integration in the school system in terms of the following question.

What effect does school integration have on students' occupational

expectations? More precisely the questions to be answered in this

regard are as follows: (1) Does the level of occupational expectation

of white and nonwhite students (-lifter in integration and segregated

schools? (2) Does level of occupational expectation vary according

to intensity and type (physical or social) of integrati and race?

(3) Are socioeconomic status, size of school, and community orientation

associated with expectation level and in what manner do those variables

affixt the expectation-integration relationship? (4) Are knowledge of

occupational education opportunities and occupational preparation

behavior associated with school integration and expectation level?

Another question that this study investigates is answered by

implications drawn from the research findings. The question is as

follows: Is there a potential for changing students' expectations

inherent in the secondary school system?

A final question with which this study is concerned can only be

answered in the distant future. The question - what is the long

range influence of integration and occupational expectations on occupa-

tional achievement - will be answered as future empirical research is

conducted. The present study simply provides a beginning for the longi-

tudinal research required to answer the question.
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The first objective of the study is to provide a rationale and

hypotheses that furnish tentative answers to the research questions.

The rationale and hypotheses are developed from a background of general

level of aspiration and level of expectation theory, emirical research

findings, and the construction of a conceptual definition of school

integration.

The second objective is to analyze the relationship between the

intensity of racial integration in public high schools and the level

of occupational expectation of white and nonwhite senior male students.

A number of variables - socioeconomic status, size of school, community

orientation, knowledge of occupational education opportunities, and

occupational preparation behavior - theoretically related to the social-

ization process will be included in the analysis in order to better

understand the potential effect school integration may have on occupa-

tional expectations.

As a third objective a conclusion will be drawn regarding the

feasibility of high school administrators undertaking a program designed

to raise the motivation of low expectation students in racially inte-

grated school systems and to direct those students into educational

endeavors consistent with the students' capabilities.

The final objective of the study is indirect and far reaching in

that the data used herein and the findings of this study will be used

to establish the bases for a longitudinal study of career progression

or social mobility as that process relates to school integration and

occupational expectations. To this end, a portion of the sample
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utilized in this investigation will be selected for an intensive

future study as participants move through their work careers.

Significance of the Research

Since the occurence of racial integration in school systems is

likely to increase, and the role of the school in preparing students

for occupations is expected to become increasingly important as

technology advances, it is imperative that additional knowledge con-

cerning the effect of integration on expectations and achievement be

obtained. Such knowledge could be utilized by the educational struc-

ture to maximize educational systems' efficiency in integrated situa-

tions and thereby enhance students' personal and social occupational

capabilities. This study is an attempt to provide some of the needed

answers to pertinent questions and to provide knowledge for decision

making regarding programs in school systems. To that end, the study

may prove to be worthwhile.

To date very little empirical research has centered on the rela-

tionship between school integration, expectations, and achievement.

Therefore, the present investigation may be useful in future research

dealing with related problems. Also, since this study will be uti-

lized as the basis for a longitudinal research undertaking, later

phases of the endeavor may contribute to the theory and understanding

of social mobility.



THEORETICAL ORIENTATION

Introduction

The theoretical orientation of this study centers around two major

concepts. The first concept, level of occupational expectation, is a

derivative of the broader social-psychological concept, level of aspi-

ration. Thus, an understanding of level of aspiration theory and its

undergireing elements is fundamental to an understanding of the occupa-

tional expectation concept. The second major concept in the theoretical

orientation of the research is school integration.

Thr purpose of this chapter is to present a theoretical orienta-

tion which will encompass both the conceptual development of the major

variables and the rationale and hypotheses. The first section consists

of a review of general level of aspiration theory and research. It D.,

presented as a background for the second section within which the level

of occupational expectation concept is developed and defined. Within

the third section, the theoretical dimensions and definition of school

integration concept are discussed. The rationale and hypothesis are

presented in the final section of the chapter.

Background: Level of Aspiration Theory

During the late 1930's the concept "goals" and various aspects of

goal-directed behavior became a significant focus of investigations

utilizing motivation theory. As increased efforts were made to study

goals Ea se, the concept "level of aspiration" came into being and has

become a frequently used topic for researchers investigating various
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aspects of goal-setting behavior in several of the social science

disciplines.

Hoppe (1930) and Dembo (1931), students of Kurt Lewin, first

utilized the term "level of aspiration" in psychological literature. A

central idea in their work is that the presence of a particular level

of aspiration determined whether person: felt satisfied or dissatisfied

with themselves after performance on a given task. Hoppe (1930)

employed the concept in an empirical investigation in which he drew

conclusions about an individual's level of aspiration based upon the

person's spontaneous remarks concerning his reactions to various situa-

tions, the manner in which he worked at a given task, and his statements

regarding success and failure.

By 1935 Frank had formulated and reported m q.antitative technique

for the experimental study of level of aspiration. In his technique,

which became the standard for field work, the subject was informed of

his performance score from the preceding trial on a simple task and

was asked to indicate "how well he intended to do" on the next trial.

Thus, an explicit level of aspiration was operationally defined by Erank

(1935, p. 119) as ". . . the level of future performance in a familiar

task which an individual explicitly undertakes to reach." It was

assumed that reaching the goal constituted success and not reaching it

meant failure.

One of the most pertinent theoretical developments concerning the

level of aspiration was formulated by Kart Lewin and three of his

colleagues (Lewin, Dembo, Festinger, and Sears, 1944). From their
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theoretical perspective, level of aspiration is relevant only when one's

perception includes a range of difficulty in attaining alternate goals

and when there is a differentiation in valence among the goals along the

range of difficulty. They contended that the level of aspiration of an

individual was the level of difficulty having the highest positive

valence, assuming that the sum of the subjective probability of success

and the probability of failure equals one. Lewin and his colleagues

stressed that the relationship between the individual's level of aspira-

tion and his performance determined his subjective experience of suc-

cess and failure when performance was perceived as self-accomplished.

In addition to the studies cited above, Gardner (1940), Rotter

(1942), Irwin (1944), Ricciuti (1951), Festinger (1942), and Deutsch

and Krauss (1965), among others, have contributed to the theoretical and

methodological understanding of the level of aspiration as a widely used

concept. In reviewing the literature two separate but closely related

and integral dimensions become evident. Although expressed in various

ways by different theoreticians, the dimensions are goal-setting and

reality level.

Goal Setting

The Dictionary of Social Sciences states (Gould and Kolb, 1964,

p. 387) that the ". . . level of aspiration denotes the goals or stan

dards that an individual sets for himself." In the words of Merton

(1951, p. 132), goals, and particularly cultural goals, are ". . . held

out as legitimate objectives for all or for diversely located members of

the society." Some of the cultural goals carry more value than others,
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and they involve various degrees of sentiment and significance. Never-

theless, the more common ones comprise the individual's "frame of aspira-

tional reference." In essence, says Merton, goals are the "things worth

striving for" (p. 133).

Two facets of the goal concept are particularly pertinent to the

level of aspiration concept. First, a goal may be considered to be a

special kind of object toward which a person has a favorable attitude.

The attitude may vary toward the object conceived as a goal, but only

in the degree to which the attitude is favorable. Second, a person may

select one goal over another where there are alternative goals. Varia-

tion in the selecticl is dependent upon the degree to which the alter-

native goals are difficult to achieve (Lewin, 1964).

Anderson's (1940) study involving different types of goals and

goal-attainment of young children demonstrated that the development of

a level of aspiration, that is, the choosing of a goal of a particular

degree of difficulty, assumes that several goals may be seen as sibgoals

within a broad goal structure. Also the study indicated that acts were

perceived as part of a goal, and that a child both understands and

accepts rules relating to achieving goals.

Travers (1963) took the position that one of the greatest infllences

in goal selection or the setting of a level of aspiration was a person's

previous experience of success or failure. If an individual expected to

perform at a certain level on a particular task, that is, to reach an

expected goal, his success could be defined by whether or not he met or

surpassed the expected level. .7ailure was the reverse. Since success
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and failure are reinforcing conditions in level of aspiration, they

link it to motivational theory.

The result of an experiment by Gould and Lewis (1940) showed that

the aspiration level could be greatly affected by the situation in which

the subject found himself. General motives for avoiding failure and

relieving tensions could be thought of as being strong determining fac-

tors in the subjects' behavior, the researchers suggested. They found

that the establishment of high goals generally helped to avoid failure,

but it also created tension in some subjects and the tension increased

the possibility of failure. However, in en experimental situation which

allowed subjects to utilize acceptable substitute goals, they avoided

the tension created by a discrepancy between strivings for success and

actual accomplishment, and they also avoided the possibility of failure

brought about by high goal-setting.

Lewin (1964) suggested that the experience of success and failure

occurs only in a relatively limited area of difficulties which is close

to the boundary level of ability of the individual. In other words, the

individual's past experience only partially determined his perception of

the likelihood of future success. In general, however, research shows

that level of aspiration tends to follow the level of performance of

the individual either upward or downward depending on success or fail-

ure (Gould, 1939; Child and Whiting, 1949; Gardner, 1940; and Steisel

and Cohen, 1951).

While Lewin partially agreed with the success-failure idea, he

stressed the importance of certain group standards as influences on



11

level of aspiration and stated that:

From childhood on, the goals that an individ-
ual sets in his daily life and for his long-range
plans are influenced by his ideology, by the group
to which he belongs, and by a tendency to raise
his level :If aspiration to the upper limits of his
ability.

Therefore, there are presumably important features in the "frame of

reference" of the social environment within which one sets his aspi-

ration level. Indeed, as Sherif (1936) indicated, the importance of

the concept of a frame of reference lies in large part in the fact that

it is the paradigm for the individual's internalization of the norms,

values, and standards of his culture. Furthermore, reference scales

are not derived solely from membership in o definitely structured social

group, but may also reflt^t the in_luence of one's self-image, of other

persons, or of groups that either establish certain standards for per-

formance or that serve as models for evaluating self - performance.

Festinger (1942), studying undergraduates working on synonym lists

and information tests, explored the effects of three different reference

groups on estimates of level of aspiration. In addition to being told

his score after each trial, each undergraduate was also told the average

level of aspiration and average performance of one of three groups --

either high school students, college freshmen, or graduate students --

before making his own estimate for the subsequent trial. In general,

the undergraduates raised their estimates when told they were scoring

below the reference group, and they lowered their estimates when scor-

ing above a group. Thus, there was a tendency to conform to the esti-

mation level of the reference group.
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In a 1940 study, Herzman and Festinger (1940) found that when

subjects were told the aspirations and the performance of their own

group, the general trend was to change subsequent estimates of level of

aspiration in the direction of the group's estimate. The majority of

the subjects shifted their explicit goals from their own previous esti-

mates to those of the group estimates.

In addition to the studies described above, many other empirical

investigations in the area of level of aspiration or ,expectation have

been oriented toward the individual's goal-setting and his "self-

concept," "ego-involvement," or "role-behavior" (Macintosh, 1942;

Anderson and Brandt, 1939; Frank, 1935; and Sears, 1941). Those studies

are demonstrative of the effect that group involvement and group stan-

dards have in influencing goal-selection and are therefore very impor-

tant to the theoretical aspects of the level of aspiration concept.

Reality Level

In their 1944 work, Lewin, et al., originally referred to a

continuum of reality/irreality upon which the level of aspiration was

based. An attitude that was out of contact with the preceding perfor-

mance -- unrealistic attitude -- was seen to result (1) in a large

discrepancy between a predicted and an achieved goal and (2) a higher

level of aspiration, both of which were reflective of the wishful think-

ing accompanying goal-setting. On the other hand, a realistic attitude

resulted in a small discrepancy score and a level of aspiration that

was both flexible and responsive to a change in performance.



13

There is little question that both Demb) (1931) and Hoppe (1930,

in their initial studies of level of aspiration, defined the concept

with clear reference to the "hopes" of the individual. However, a dif-

ferent approach is frequently seen in more recent studies. Researchers

often use questions that evoke responses concerning the individual's

"expectations" rather than his "hopes" concerning future performances.

In relation to realism and the level of aspiration, Kurt Lewin

(1948, p. 113) stated that:

The goal of the individual includes his expec-
tations for the future, his wishes, and his day-
dreams. Where the individual places his goals will
be determined fundamentally by two factors, namely,
by the individual's relations to certain values and
by his sense of realism in regard to the probability
of reaching the goal. The frames of reference which
determine the values of success and failure vary
considerably from individual to individual and from
group to group. By and large, there is a tendency
in our society to raise the level of aspiration
toward the limit of the individual's ability. The

principle of realism, on the other hand, tends to
safeguard the individual against failure and to keep
ambition down to earth. How high the individual
can set his goal and still keep in touch with the
reality level is one of the most important factors
for his productivity and his morale,

Irwin (1944) has pointed out that level of aspiration involves

both cognitive and affective factors and preferred to use the term

expectation, except in cases where goals were clearly implied. Thus

Irwin distinguished between realistic and unrealistic aspiration in

terms of "expectations" and "goals." Realistic aspirations were seen

as those aspirations based upon an appraisal of the extent to which the

individual was capable of meeting the demands of the situation with

which he was confronted. In this respect, realistic aspirations were



14

seen as evoked by "expect" instructions for subjects. Conversely,

unrealistic aspirations were viewed as those based upon hopes, fears,

and wishes originating in the individual and evoked more directly by

"hope" instructions.

The effect that instructions have on the resulting stated level of

aspiration has been demonstrated in other empirical studies (Irwin and

Mintzer, 1942; Preston and Bayton, 1942; Sears, 1940; and Macintosh,

1942). The summarizing fact is that no clear pattern is apparent rela-

tive to the effectiveness of "expect" versus "hope" instructions. It

is possible that a factor underlying the conflicting findings has been

the extent to which the instruction was emphasized and reiterated

throughout a study. Most studies merely asked the subjects for their

expectation or hope, with no clarification of what the instructions mean.

Hence, the variation "hope" versus "expect" instruction would seem to be

an important methodological consideration in aspiration research.

Level of Occupational Expectation

The increasing quantity of occupational aspiration and expectation

research described in sociological literature during the past decade

graphically demonstrates the interest in this topic (Kuvlesky and Pelham,

1966; Kuvlesky and Lever, 1967; and Kuvlesky and Jacob, 1968). While

most of the research on occupational aspirations and expectations con-

Sian; of attempts to discover variables associated with the development

of various levels of occupational goals and/or expected job attainment,

some researchers have made significant contributions toward systemati-

cally adapting general aspiration theory to the problems of predicting
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occupational choice and achievement (Haller and Miller, 1963; Kuvlesky

and Bealer, 1966). However, one of the major deficiencies of occupa-

tional aspiration-expectation research described in the literature is

the inconsistency and variation in methodological and theoretical con-

siderations on which the various studies are based.

Haller and Miller (1963) have attempted to solve many of the pro-

blems. Jn general, their work is concerned with the development and

validation of a scale (OAS or Occupational Aspiration Scale) with which

to measure occupational aspirations. To those researchers, level of

occupational aspiration is defined as ". . . a special instance of level

of aspiration and a type of attitude" (Haller and Miller, 1930, p. 30).

They contend that level of occupational aspiration differs from general

level of aspiration in that occupational aspiration takes as its object

the occupational hierarchy and the continuum of difficulty consists of

the various levels along the hierarchy. In the case of the OAS, North-

Hatt prestige scores (North and Hatt, 1947) are used for operational -

icing the continuum of difficulty of level of occupational aspiration.

The OAS designers further stress that a crucial element to be taken

into account in eliciting a person's level of occupational aspiration

is the "time dimension." Stimulus questions designed to elicit respon-

dents' level of occupational aspirations muss. state a time in the

individuals' work career so as to furnish a frame-of-reference for the

respondent. The occupation that a person expects to have immediately

following the completion of his education is probably different from

the one he expects to have at retirement age.
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The OAS also includes response statements which concern both the

realistic (expect) and the idealistic (hope) expression levels. Thus,

the OAS deals with the methodological problems most commonly seen in

occupational aspiration research. In summary, the problems are (1) the

continuum of difficulty dimension, (2) the time dimension, and (3) the

reality dimension.

Haller and Miller take the position that the individual tends to

adopt attitudes inculcated by the groups to which he belongs and that

social and physical situations producing success or failure influence

the individual's level of aspiration accordingly. They emphasize that

individuals use groups of associates as reference points to evaluate

their awn behavior or as a standard toward which their behavior is

directed. Level of aspiration, they suggest, may be interpreted in

terms of the person's selfconception and in terms of his perception of

himself in relation to appropriate styles of life, In general, most

empirical investigators concur with the Haller and ?Mier ideas regard-

ing the influence that group standards and other facets of the social

and physical environment has on level of occupational aspiration or

expectation,

Blau and his associates (1956), Stephenson (1957b), and Kuvlesky

and Sealer (1966) seem to agree on most points with Haller and Miller

(1963); however, the former group of researchers take the position that

aspirations are more involved than most current research has recognized.

They insist that occupational aspirations and expectations must be

analytically and conceptually differentiated. Kuvlesky (1966, p. 166)

states that:
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An aspiration usually refers to a person's, or
grouping of persons', orientation toward a goal.
In this sense, aspiration is a special form of the
concept "attitude," which is commonly defined as a
predisposition to behave toward a social object in
a particular way: an orientation toward a social
object. The distinction between the two concepts
is that the object involved in an aspiration is a
goal and therefore is more or less desired by
individuals; whereas an attitude may be positively
or negatively directed.

Thus, with regard to occupational aspiration, the social object

involved is a goal which has variability, e.g., occupations with various

levels of prestige. Expectations differ in that the object involved

need not necessarily be wanted. If the object is not desired, it would

not b2 a goal but rather an anticipated object. In this sense, occupa-

tional aspiration refers to a "wanted" goal (occupational status) and

occupational expectation refers to an object (occupational status) that

the individual feels he will actually attain whether he wants it or not.

Drabick (1963), Stephenson (1957a), and Cowhig, et al. (1960),

report evidence to indicate that youths do distinguish aspirations from

expectations and, that in terms of quality of occupations, there is an

important difference between the occupation a person wants and the one

he expects to get. Obviously, the expectation concept reflects a more

realistic perspective on the part of an individual than the aspiration

concept, and is the one that will be utilized in this research.'

Further, level of occupational expectation is defined in this study

as the occupational status that a student expects to achieve at a stated

1
The concept level of occupational expectation is hereafter

referred to as LOE.
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time in his work career (an attitude toward an anticipated object). The

occupational status is his selection from alternative occupations which

are perceived to vary in terms of difficulty of attainment. The selec-

tion is determined by the individual's past personal experience of suc-

cess or failure and by the standards of the group in which he was

socialized.
2

School Integration

For the purpose of this study, school integration is defined as the

process through which nonwhite and white students who were formerly

enrolled in racially segregated school systems have been enrolled in a

single system allowing physical and social interaction among students.

The concept is divided into physical and social dimensions in order to

meet certain theoretical and analytical specifications.

Physical integration is an existent state in which various propor-

tions of students of two or more races are enrolled in the same school.

Further, physical integration presents an opportunity or possibility

for socialization between members of the different racial groups

involved. A relatively equal proportion of menbers of a minority and a

majority race in the same school might be perceived as a successful

accomplishment by the minority group members if they had previously

been restricted to segregated schools.

2
Young and Mack (1965, p. 480) define socialization as "The

interactional process by which the individual learns the social-cultural
qualities (habits, ideas, attitudes, and so on) that make him a member
of society and hence a human being."
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The social dimension of integration refers to various systems of

interests, values, norms, beliefs, and symbols involving associations,

groups, collectivities, and other interactive units. Emil Durkheim

(1947) referred to this aspect of solidarity as "mechanical solidarity."

To him, "mechanical solidarity" was characterized by a high degree of

group sentiment and social restraint. Similarly, social integration is

defined in this research as the process by which members of different

races or members of the same race interact and/or communicate and

involve themselves in social relationships that produce shared values,

attitudes, and beliefs. A high intensity of interaction in terms of

group participation, cohesiveness, and involvemeit among school class-

mates would be an, indication of strong social integration and socializa-

tion. Social integration between members of various races is possible,

but not assured in physically integrated situations; segregation pre-

vents social integration between members of different racial groups.

Rationale and Hypotheses

School integration is an extremely important factor because the

group of persons with which the student is socially and physically

integrated is one of the prevailing influences that motivate the individ-

ual toward high or low expectations. Further, the individual's school

experiences relate to his self-conceptions in terms of success or fail-

ure and these conceptions have motivation properties.

These ideas serve to point out a basic assumption on which public

school segregation has been instigated. That is, integration in public

education has broad and deep meaning for the general personality
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development of an individual. It is further assumed that groups of

students that are set apart as "minorities" and are not allowed to inter-

-,
act informally and intimately on a daily basis with members of the

"majority" have little chance to acquire the social skills, attitudes,

and values that will enable them to move into the mainstream of American

society with a feeling of equal opportunity to compete for cultural

goals (Thayer and Levit, 1966).

The essence of this latter assumption flows from knowledge of the

socialization process and suggests a chain reaction phenomenon: (1)

interaction between students of various races result in (2) the learn-

ing of like skills, attitudes, values, and aspirations concerning oppor-

tunities for achievement and (3) these attitudes function as motivation

which (4) directs energy into overt behavior. Hence, "cultural contact"

or school integration would presumably place students of a racial

minority in a social environment that provides motivation and associa-

tions enhancing higher levels of expectation. The determining factor in

this process is obvious and elicits the question of whether or not

social integration, as defined previously, does in fact function con-

currently with physical integration.

The third fundamental assumption undergirding this rationale is

that minority students enrolled in integrated schools have been in that

social environment over a sufficient period of time for the socializa-

tion process to have occurred. That is, they have been in the integra-

ted school long enough to have internalized the attitudes and values

of the majority group.
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A final assumption is, of course, that members of the majority

group (whites) have higher expectations than members of the minority

group (nonwhites) within segregated situations. This phenomenon has

been empirically investigated and the evidence indicates support except

where questions of methodology arise (Holloway and Berreman, 1959;

Stephenson, 1957b; Gist and Bennett, 1963; Antonovsky and Lerner, 1959).

Thus, it seems logical to postulate that (Hi) LOE of segregated white

students is higher than LOE of segregated nonwhite students. 3

On the other hand, if physical and social integration are concomi-

tant and function in the assumed manner previously stated, it appears

that where a high intensity of integration prevails the self-conception

of inferiority would be partially erased for members of the minority

racial group (Thayer and Levit, 1966). But more important, the minority

members might perceive equal opportunities to achieve high status and,

through socialization with members of the majority, they might acquire

the attitudes, knowledge, and skills which would lead to a high level of

expectation. Hence, it is hypothesized that (H2) there is no difference

between LOE of white and nonwhite students within the (physical,

social)4 integratioa_group.

3
See page 47 in the Methodology chapter concerning the statement

of hypotheses in the "null," "alternative," and "directional" form.

4When intensity of physical integration and intensity of
integration or simply (physical, social) integration appear together
in parenthesis within a stated hypothesis, the hypothesis will be
tested separately relative to each integration dimension.
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Conversely, in situations of a low intensity of integration where

socialization between persons of different races would be limited, white

students would be expected to have higher expectations than the non-

white students. From this reasoning it is hypothesized that (H3) white

students have hither expectations than nonwhite students within the low

( physical, social) integration group.

Social integration has been analytically and theoretically differ-

entiated from physical integration because the two phenomena have dif-

ferent functions and may operate independently of each other. Social

integration may occur within any homogeneous racial group as well as

within a heterogeneous racial group. Thus, regardless of the intensity

of physical integration or race of the individuals concerned, there

should be a positive correlation between LOE and social integration.

Assuming that this is the case, it is hypothesized that (H4) there is

positive relationship between LOE and social integration within both the

white and nonwhite groups.

Theoretically, physical integration should not affect expectations

of white students in the same manner that it affects nonwhite students.

While for the nonwhite students a highly physically integrated situation

would probably present an environment in which a great proportion of the

student peers were from the higher strata than normally encountered in

a segregated environment, the opposite might be true for white students.

That is, white students would probably be associated with more low

strata peers in a highly integrated school situation than in a segre-

gated school (Young and Mack, 1965). Assuming that this is the case

and that the higher strata manifest high expectations, it is
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hypothesized that (H5) there is a positive relationship between LOE

and physical within the nonwhite group. However, (H6) there

is no relationshi. between LOE and h sical inte ration within the white

group.

Reasoning along the same lines, it is further hypothesized that

(H7) there is no difference between LOE of segregated and physically

integrated students within the white group. But for nonwhite students

the intensity of integration is assumed to be of major importance and

the expectations of those students is assumed to fluctuate dependent

cn that intensity. Hence, it is postulated that (Hg) there is a dif-

ference between LOE of segregated and high physically integrated stu-

dents within the nonwhite group. And conversely, (H9) there is no dif-

ference between LOE of se re ated and low sicali integrated nonwhite

students.

Socioeconomic Status, Size of School, and Community Orientation

A focal point in motivation theory and research is that level of

aspiration is interpreted in the context of the socialization influences

in the social and cultural. environment. Three facets of the social

environment that have potential application regarding socialization

in the high school setting are (1) students' socioeconomic status, (2)

the size of the school they attend, and (3) the students' community

orientation (either rural or urban).

The importance of social class or socioeconomic status in open

class systems is seen in what has been termed life opportunities or

life chances. Young and Mack (1965, p. 172) states that, "A person's
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class status, with its concomitant income, education, and style of life,

affects greatly the likelihood that certain things will happen to him."

Bogart (1956) investigated the social participation patterns of the

various strata and concluded that vast differences exist. As would be

expected the lower class reads and travels less than the upper classes,

but spends more time listening to the radio, viewing television, and

going to the movies. And, in general, persons of a particular status

associate with other persons of the same status.

Perhaps for the present problem, the most significant differences

in the social classes is seen in their attitudes and values. These

differences relate to patterns of striving, feelings toward economic

security, educational achievement, outlook on spending versus saving,

and in aspirations generally (Bertrand, 1967). Studies conducted by

several researchers (Kaldor, et al., 1962; Haller, 1960; Slocum and

Empey, 1956) confirm the influence of socioeconomic status on occupa-

tional expectations. That is, the usual finding is that there is a

direct relationship between the two variables. Hence, it is hypothe-

sized that (H10) there is a positive relationship between LOE and socio-

economic status.

Since learning is conditioned by the observations of behavior of

others in a social setting, it follows that the individual who has a

large number of classmates to interact with would learn more about occu-

pations than the person who has few classmates. Knowing more about

occupations in terms of requirements and attributes needed to enter a
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wide range of occupations would presumably lead to a perception of

greater occupational opportunities and hence to higher expectations.

It is accepted that larger schools offer greater opportunities for

learning than smaller schools (Thayer and Levit, 1966). Among the

conditions in some small schools that restrict opportunities are (1) the

lack of guidance personnel, (2) limited library facilities, and (3) a

narrow and restricted curriculum. Also, teachers in small schools may

have to teach a variety of courses rather than specialize in a single

subject matter area (Rogers, 1960). Hence, it is logical that a greater

amount of information would be available in large schools and that such

an environment would be more conducive to maximizing students' knowl-

edge. Within this frame of reference, it is hypothesized that (H11)

there is a positive relationship between LOE and size of school.

Quite frequently the physical location in which an individual has

been reared will influence his occupational expectations. For example

Payne (1956) found that urban boys were much more likely than rural boys

to expect occupations at levels above their fathers' occupations. In a

study of female high school students, the conclusion reached was that

most urban girls expected low professional jobs and most rural girls

expected blue-collar positions (Kuvlesky and Lever, 1967). In another

study in which differences between mill-village and city children's

occupational aspirations were found, the researcher commented that,

"Although mill children learn to want more schooling and better jobs

than their parents have, the mill-village setting does not provide them

with sufficient financial resources, background, and motivation to ful-

fill their ambitions" (Morland, 1960, p. 175).
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The physical location in which individuals are located has still

another motivating influence. The community may not be one In which the

individual hears of occupational alternatives, or if he does, he may see

little opportunity for career progression because of his lack of prior

success in education and in other occupations (Chinoy, 1952). That is,

he may have a low estimation of his own ability to participate in those

occupations that he hears about. In other words, his self-image is

one of a low achiever. Thus it is logical to postulate that (1112) there

is a difference between LOE of rural and urban students.

In the previous discussions concerning socioeconomic status, size

of school, and community orientation, the assumption was that level of

occupational expectation varies with those variables in much the same

manner as it does with integration. In fact, the essence of the matter

is that socioeconomic status, size of school, and community orientation

are perceived to be contingent conditions under which integration might

contribute to a higher occupational expectation level.

It is logical to assume that the level of expectation of persons

from the high socioeconomic status, who are enrolled in a large school,

or who have an urban community orientation would be higher than their

counterparts - persons from the low socioeconomic status, from small

schools, or who have a rural community orientation. The former group

is less isolated in terms of number of possible associates and in terms

of the type of associates with whom they may interact and by whom they

may be socialized. Also, members of the high socioeconomic status group

are more likely to hear.ab.out opportunities relevant to their
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educational and occupational future than are their low status counter-

parts. It is further reasonable that the conditions of higher status,

a broad group of associates, less isolation, and greater knowledge of

opportunities would tend to negate the effect that being nonwhite pre-

sumably has on the expectations of minority group members.

It is therefore hypothesized that (H13) there is no difference

between LOE of (physically integrated, segregated) 5 white and nonwhite

students within the (high socioeconomic status, large school, urban

oriented) 6 group. However, considering the potential effect of low

socioeconomic status, small school environment, and rural orientation

in addition to being a member of the nonwhite race, it is logical to

postulate that (H14) there is a difference between LOE of (physically

integrated, segregated) white and nonwhite students within the (low

socioeconomic status, small sthool, rural oriented) group.

In an earlier section a rationale concerning the relationship

between LOE and integration was developed (hypotheses 4, 5, and 6). The

direction of association or lack of association between integration and

expectation was assumed to be dependent on the race of the individual,

on the type of integration, i.e., physical or social - and on the inten-

sity of integration. In view of the potential effect of high socioeco-

nomic status, large school size, or urban orientation, it is logical

5Hypotheses of this type will be tested separately for the physi-
cally integrated and the segregated groups.

6Hypotheses of this type will be tested separately relative to
socioeconomic status, size of school, and community orientation.
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that (H15) there is a positive relationship between LOE and (physical,

social integration within the hi _h socioeconomic status la r
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e school

urban oriented) group. Likewise, logic suggests that the effect of low

socioeconomic status, small school size, and rural community orienta-

tion would overshadow the race and integration intensity effect on LOE

and would result in low expectations. It follows that (H16) there is a

negative relationship between LOE and (physical, social) integration

within the (low socioeconomic status, small school, rural oriented)

group.

Knowledge of Occupational Education Opportunities

The previous discussion of socialization, reference groups, and

other dimensions of the social setting rests on the assumption that the

social environment is important because of its function as a learning

situation. Persons who are in a social setting conducive to learning

about occupations logically should have a wider knowledge of occupa-

tional education opportunities than persons who are in a more restric-

tive socialization situation. For example, persons functioning within

a narrow socialization base might learn about only one or two f-ypes of

occupational education programs, which they perceive as within the range

of their capabilities; whereas persons that function in a broad social.

ization base would be likely to learn about many educational possibili-

ties and opportunities in which they might participate. Hen she

individuals in the broad base socialization situation would have more

knowledge about such matters as: (1) the type of education and/or
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training required to enter certain occupational fields; (2) the location

of occupational education facilities; (3) the enrollment cost of various

occupational education programs; and (4) the length of time required to

complete certain programs.

Furthermore, the increased knowledge should lead to higher expecta-

tions because within the greater number of realized occupational educa-

tion opportunities, there is a greater chance that some would be

considered "more appropriate" for a particular individual. If the

student is aware of several educational opportunities that he considers

appropriate for himself, he would be likely to select the best of the

alternatives he could realistically expect to attain. Thus, it is pos-

tulated that (H17) there is a positive relationship between LOE and

knowledge of occupational education opportunities.

The integrated school is presumed to furnish the "broad base

socialization situation" described above. Hence, it is expected that

students in integrated schools will know more about occupational educa-

tion possibilities than students in segregated schools. This idea is

particular'y relevant to nonwhite students because in the past their

parents have been restricted from many occupational areas, and, as

previously pointed out, a basic assumption in this study is that members

of the nonwhite minority group have been isolated in many respects. The

specific hypothesis generated from this discussion is that (H18) there

is a positive relationship between (physical, social) integration and

knowledge of occupational educati.on opportunities.
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Occupational Preparation Behavior

Aspiration theory points out that goals may be seen to have both

a short-term and a lung-term dimension with regard to when the final

3oal will be accomplished. Also, there may be major goals and subgoals.

Frequently, in order to accomplish the major goals planned for the dis-

tant future, many subgoals that are prerequisites for accomplishment of

the major goals must be achieved in relatively short-term spans of time.

The term "occupational planning" has been used to indicate the process

of consciously planning and successively accomplishing short-term sub-

goals in order to eventually reach a final occupational objective

(Haller and Miller, 1963; Cowhig, et al., 1960).

In this frame of reference it is reasonable that certain choices

and behaviors that the student manifests may be viewed as occupational

preparations. For example, seeking all possible information from a

guidance counselor or sLiply attaining relatively high grades in school

might be construed as preparing for an occupation. Further, one might

construe that students who sincerely expect to become employed in a

particular occupation would exert an effort to orient their education

in a manner calculated to enhaure the possibilities of obtaining that

occupation. This would occur only if the student strongly expected the

occupation. In cases where the individual did not really expect to

achieve the occupation, he would not be likely to do much in the way of

preparing for it. It follows that, (H19) there is a positive relation-

ship between LOT and occupational preparation behavior.
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Since occupational expectations are expected to be positively

related to integration and its socialization advantages, it is reason-

able that both white and nonwhite students in integrated schools would

demonstrate a higher level of occupational preparation behavior than

students that are segregated; i.e., school integration should lead to

more meaningful behavior in terms of preparing for an occupation. Hence,

the hypothesis is that (H20) there is a positive relationship between

Ifsical, social) integration and occupational preparation behavior.
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METHODOLOGY

Source of Data

The population under study in this research was drawn from the

high school male seniors in North Carolina public schools. The varia-

bles included in the hypotheses to be tested required the use of a

rather large sample. Necessarily the sample included both the white

and nonwhite races, students from various sizes of schools, both rural

and urban students, students from all socioeconomic classes, anal stu-

dents from highly integrated as well as totally segregated schools.

Hence, in order to include these characteristics in the sample and to

make generalizations regarding all North Carolina high school male

seniors, a large sample was necessary.

One of the most critical problems in the sample design was that

of attempting to insure representativeness with respect to intensity of

physical integration and size of senior class. It was anticipated that

the universe was very heterogeneous regarding these variables and com-

plete enumeration of high school seniors would probably be uneconomical.

Thut, a "stratified random cluster" sample method was necessary. The

procedure involved the following steps.

1. The number of seniors, both male and female, in each high

school in the state was converted into "homeroom grouping"

or "clusters of students" of a1proximately thirty students,

representing the typical high school senior homeroom group.

Each "cluster" was assigned a number and in this and the

steps that follow, identification was maintained between
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the various homeroom groups or "clusters" and the school

that the cluster represented.

2. All clusters were stratified by she of the school from

which the cluster was formed and by the percentage of

nonwhite students enrolled in the senior class of the

respective school.

3. A random sample of cluster numbers was drawn and those

cluster numbers indicated which schools would be inclu-

ded in the sample and how many homerooms or clusters

from each of the selected schools would be included in

the final sample.

4. The one or two homerooms - clusters - within each selec-

ted school were randomly selected from all the homerooms

In that school.

5. All of the male students assigned to the selected home-

rooms comprised the sample.7

Hence, the number of respondents selected frotA each strata or sub-

group (school site and percentage of nonwhite students) was proportion-

ate to the number which that particular subgroup contributed to the

total population, and the principles of proportionality and randomness

were upheld. The final sample, consisting of 1262 respoqdents from 90

homerooms in 84 of the 589 high schools .'n North Carolina, involved

7Assistance in developing the sampling frame was rendered by
Dr. Charles H. Proctor, Department of Experimental Statistics at North
Carolina State University at Raleigh. The North Carolina Department of
Public Instruction furnished data concerning frequency distribution of
students enrolled in North Carolina schools by race and by number of
seniors.
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complete enumeration of all male senior students in some schools and

only a relatively small percentage of students in other schools. The

location of the various schools in which respondents were enrolled may

be seen in Figure 1.

Data for the analysis were gathered through the use of a group

administered, pre-coded, self-completion questionnaire. Both open-

ended and structured response questions were included in the instrument.

A copy of the questionnaire appears in Appendix A.8

A pretest of the questionnaire was conducted in three schools and

involved a total of 56 students. Two of the schools were segregated --

one all white and the other all nonwhite. The third schuol was physi-

cally integrated and there were 13 nonwhite and 15 white students from

that school who completed the questionnaire. Following the pretest, the

responses were analyzed and several changes were made in the instrument.

The Variables and Their Me ..surement

The design of the study required the measurement of the level of

occupational expectation (LOE) of each respondent, the major dependent

variable, and the intensity of physical integration (IPI)9 and inten-

sity of social integration (ISI) in his school, the independent

variables. Portions of the analysis involving either the knowledge of

80nly selected data obtained with the instrument were analyzed in
the present study.

9lntensity of physical integration, intensity of social integration,
socioeconomic status, knowledge of educational opportunities, and
occupational preparation behavior will hereafter be referred to as IPI,
ISI, SES, KOE0, and OPB, respectively.
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occupational education opportunities (KOE0) variable, or the occupa-

tional preparation behavior (OPB) variable with LOE, KOEO, and OPB were

utilized as independe variables as were the variables socioeconomic

status (SES), size of school, community orientation, and race. However,

in the portion of the analysis dealing with the association between

KOEO, OPB, and the integration variables, the former (K0E0 and OPB) were

handled as dependent variables and the latter (ISI and IPI) as indepen-

dent variables.

Socioeconomic status, school size, community orientation, and race

were used primarily as intervening variables to elaborate the relation-

ship between LOE and integration. More specifically, the intervening

variables were utilized in order that the variables ISI and IPI could

be analyzed in terms of the conditions (contingent conditions) under

which they may contribute to high LOE. Appendix B shows the variables

used in various hypotheses and the manner in which they were treated,

i.e., as interval, ordinal, or nominal data.

Level of Occupational Expectation

The dependent variable in this study is level of occupational

expectation. Operatioially defined, level of occupational expectation

is the prestige level of the occupation that a student indicated he

actually expects to become engaged in one year after he has finished

high school or has completed any occupational education or general

education program in which he expects to participate. North-Hatt occu-

pational prestige scores were used to rate the prestige levels of the
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occupations that respondents stated they expected to attain (North and

Hatt, 1947). (See question number 12 in Appendix B.)

Two contingencies had to be covered in order to maintain the integ-

rity of the data accumulated through this question. First, all students

should have the same "time perspective" for their respective expected

occupation. This was desired since the occupation a student hoped to

achieve in one year would likely be quite different from his perception

of his occupational achievement in five, ten, or more years. Second, it

was realized that many of the students would still be engag:A :n educa-

tional pursuits one year from the time the questionnaire was adminis-

tered since the sample was designed to include respondents who planned

to participate in educational programs ranging from relatively shore.-

time vocational-technical programs to postcollege programs, as well as

those who did not plan for additional formal education beyond high

school. Therefore, educational contingencies were included to cover all

possibilities. The frequency distribution of the occupational expecta-

tion scores are shown in Appendix Table 1. The range of the score

extends from a low of 23 to a high of 93 and the mean is 67.85.

Since it was necessary in certain phases of the analysis to treat

the LOE ordinal data as nominal categories, five groups of responses

were established. The range of the very low category was 23 to 59, with

276 respondents having scores which placed them in that group. .'sere

were 254 respondents in the low category which had an i -per limit of 65.

Two hundred and twenty-five students were in the mdeium category which

ranged from 66 to 70. The range of the high category was 71 to 78, with

229 respondents in that group. The very high category, scores 79

to 93, contained 270 respondents. Some examples of frequently named
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occupations within each category are as follows: very low -- farm

laborer, filling station attendant, clothes presser; low -- brick mason,

barber, textile worker (semiskill); medium -- automobile salesman, fore-

man in factory, policeman; high -- school teacher, social worker,

manager of small business; very high -- attorney, physician, nuclear

engineer.

Intensity of Physical Integration

The major independent variable, intensity of physical integration,

is operationally defined as the proportion of total students in the

senior class of a particular high school classified as nonwhite. Each

respondent was assigned a physical integration score based on the per-

centage of his classmates who were nonwhite. For example, a student in

a school in which twenty percent of the senior class members were non-

white would have a physical integration score of twenty regardless of

whether the student were white or nonwhite.

Of the 1262 respondents, 923 (73.1 percent) were from integrated

schools and the average physical integration score in all S6 integrated

schools from which respondents were drawn was 13.67.

The frequency distribution of the integration scores is presented

in Appendix Table 2. In most phases of the analysis physical integra-

tion scores were utilized as ordinal data; however, in order to utilize

integration as a control variable in some cases, the data were trans

formed to nomi,ai measures by establishing three categories. There

were 278 respondents who had physical integration scores in the low

category, with a range from 1 to 3. Within the medium category, which
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ranged from 6 to 17, there were 321 respondents. The high category,

from 18 to 63, contained 325 students.

In addition to the integration categories just described, two addi-

tional groups of students were included in the study. One group was

made up of the nonintegrated or segregated white students, which inclu-

ded 104 respondents. The other, nonintegrated, or segregated, nonwhite

group consisted of 235 respondents.

Intensity of Social Integration

Intensity of social integration, another dimension of the indepen-

dent variable, refers to the degree of social interaction between or

among classmates in terms of cohesiveness and involvement of group

members. As used in this study, the intensity of social integration is

indicated by the intensity of participation in social organizations and

associations in the high school environment.

A modified version of the social participation scale developed by

F. Stuart Chapin was utilized to measure the variable (Chapin, 1955).

Organizations included were those most often found in the high schools

used in the pretest. Also, respondents could add other organizations

not specifically listed in the question. (See question 33 in Appendix

A.) Total scores werz computed for respondents by summing their weight-

ed scores for each activity or organization on the basis of membership

(each organization, 1 point), attendance at meetings (each organization,

2 points), and office holding or committee service (each organization, 3

points) (Miller, 1967, pp. 208.212).

Appendix Table 3 shows the frequency distribution of the social

integration variable scores and the three categories established within
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the frequency distribution. The low integration category included the

492 students who had scores which ranged from 0 to 3. There were 451

respondents in the medium level group, ranging from 4 to 12. The high

group ranged from 13 to 78; however, only about 25 percent of the 319

respondents in that group had scores above 30.

Race

In the present research, 433 or 34.4 percent of the respondents

were nonwhite. Among these, 235 were from segregated schools, and 198

attended physically integrated schools. Of the 829 white participants

in the study, 104 were enrolled in segregated schools and 725 were

enrolled in physically integrated schools. The nonwhite category con-

sisted primarily of Negroes. However, the nonwhite sample did contain

some members of other "racial" groups.

As a means of ascertaining and recording each respondent's race,

students were asked to personally hand in their questionnaires to the

interviewer after it had been completed. As this was done, the inter-

viewer made a visual determination concerning the oarticipant's race

and the decision was recorded on the instrument. It was necessary to

use this method since some school superintendents objected to having

students answer any questions regarding their race.

Socioeconomic Status

This variable is the social class position of an individual and

reflects his level of living or style of life. It is important because

it strongly influences an individual's chances and opportunities
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regarding education, income, occupation, marriage, associations, and

other physical and social facts of life.

SES is measured in this research by means of the North-Hatt occupa-

tional prestige score of the head of the household in which the respon-

dent resides. (See question 6 in Appendix A.) The method is particu-

larly useful in survey research of this nature as the necessary data may

be elicited from children as well as adults, and the interview need not

take place in the respondents' home (Miller, 1967, pp. 106-107).

These ordinal data, in the form of SES scores, are shown in Appen-

dix Table 4. The lowest score in the range was 35 and the highest score

was 93. The mean of the distribution was 59.72 and the standard devia-

tion was 10.90. The low category ranged from 35 to 53, with 424 respon-

dents in that group. The medium SES category (54 to 65) contained 457

respondents. The high category included 381 respondents.

Size of School

Size of school was operational)y defined as the actual number of

students, male and female, enrolled in the senior high school class of

which the respondent was a member. This method was used because some

of the schools in the sample included grades 1 through 12, while others

were senior high schools that included only grades 10 through 12; there-

fore, the entire school enrollment could not be used as the basis for

determining school size. School size in North Carolina is extremely

variable, and frequently senior high schools have larger enrollments

than schools that include all 12 grades.
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The frequency distribution of the size of school are shown in

Appendix Table 5. The mean size was 211.1 students per high school

senior class, and the range extended from 22 to 629. In the small size

category there were 460 respondents, 373 respondents in the medium cate-

gory; and, 429 in the large category. The range of the categories 1ms

22 to 129, (small) 130 to 239, (medium) and 240 to 629, (large)

respectively.

Communit Orientation

This nominal variable is defined as the type of community, either

rural or urban, in which an individual has spent the greater part of

his life. The type of community was determined by responses to the

statement, "Please indicate the numb.lr of years during your lifetime

that you have lived in any of the following types of communities."

The alternative responses were, (a) on a farm, (b) in the country, but

not on a farm, (c) in a town with less than 2,500 people, (d) in a city

with less than 7,50C people, and (e) in a large city with more than

7,500 people. (See question 2 in Appendix B.) Respondents that indi-

cated a greater number of years in the sum of (a), (b), and (c) than in

the sum of (e) and (f) were classified as persons with a rural orienta-

tion; the remaining respondents were classified as urban. This method

was used because it is suitable for the North Carolina situation where

there are many small towns whose residents are oriented to the sur-

rounding rural areas. There were 736 respondents (58.5 percent) who

had a rural orientation and 523 (41.5 percent) who had an urban orienta-

tion. Three persons did not respond to the question.
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Knowledge of Occupational Education Opportunities

The knowledge variable refers to a person's awareness of and

understanding of certain possibilities and opportunities in occupational

education. The specific occupational knowledge concerned with in this

study was the individual's acquaintance with certain educational insti-

tutions that have technical and vocational education programs as their

focus and with the programs offered in those educational institutions.

For the purpose of analysis, three different aspects of the knowl-

edge variable were utilized. First, students were asked if they were

familiar with the term "Community College," "Industrial Educational

Center," or "Technical Institute," and if they were familiar with one

of these educational establishments, to indicate its name. (See

questions 23 and 25 in Appendix A.) There were 104 participants who

either did not respond or responded "no" to the question. Those

responses were placed in the "Low knowledge" category. The next cate-

gory, "medium knowledge," included the 121 respondents that answered

"yes" to the question but could not correctly name one of the speci-

fied educational institutions. The final category, "high knowledge,"

consisted of the 1037 students who correctly named one of the Community

Colleges, Technical Institutes, or Industrial Education Centers in

North Carolina.

The second knowledge of occupational education opportunity factor

also dealt with knowledge of vocational education institutions. The

question was asked, "Are you familiar with any trade, technical, busi-

ness, or other types of vocational training schools?" And, if you are

familiar with one of these schools, "What is the name of the school?"
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(Question 27, Appendix A.) To this question, there were 672 whose

responses placed them in the "1:w knowledge" category; 84 students were

placed in the "medium knowledge" category; and 506 correctly named voca-

tional Schools and were assigned the "high knowledge" category.

The final knowledge variable concerned the student's understanding

of the programs offered at the various educational institutions that

he had been asked about in the two previous questions. The specific

question was as follows: "If you answered 'yes' to question 23, 25,

and/or 27 (the previous questions), name some of the courses of study,

training programs, or curriculums offered at the school you named."1°

Of the 1262 respondents, 615 made nn response and were classified "low

knowledge." Three hundred forty-nine named one or two courses and were

placed in the "medium knowledge" category. There were 298 students who

made more than two responses and these were assigned to the "high knowl-

edge" category.

Each of the "knowledge categories" utilized in the knowledge of

occupational education opportunities dimensions described above was

assigned a numerical value in order that the responses could be

analyzed as ordinal data. The assigned values are shown in Appendix

Table 6.

In the analysis that follows, these variables will be designated

KOEO -1, KOEO -2, and KOEO -3, respectively, as they have been discussed

in the previous paragraphs.

10
The interviewer announced that each respondent should name all

of the programs that he had heard about.
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Occupational Preparation Behavior

The final intervening variable is occupational preparation behavior

(OPB). The concept is defined as the overt behavior and attitudes mani-

fested by an individual relative to directly or indirectly preparing for

a future occupation, The variable is multidimensional in that it has

several measurable facets. The three dimensions That are included in

the folic/wing analysis are expected educational attainment (OPB -1), high

school lettergrade average (OPB-2), and contacts with a guidance counse-

lor (OPB-3).

When asked how far they really expected to go in school (question

20, Appendix A), 191 of the respondents indicated that they did not

expect any formal education beyond high school. Four students planned

to stop now and 1 student made no response. Those respondents were

placed in the "low preparation" category. Five hundred ten of the

students responded that they expected to graduate from a 2-year college,

or complete some type of business, technical, or other vocational pro-

gram after high school and were assigned to the "medium preparation"

category. There were 556 students who expected 4 or more years of

college. These respondents were assigned to the "high preparation"

category.

With regard to OPB-2, students' average lettergrade for all high

school work was taken as a measure of level of preparation (question

36, Appendix A). In the "very high preparation" level there were 53

respondents. Those were students who stated that their average high

school lettergrade was A. There were 369 respondents in the "high
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preparation" category with a lettergrade average of B. The 653 students

with a C average placed in the "medium preparation category" and the 81

D average students were assigned to the "low preparation" category. The

106 respondents who stated that they did not know their lettergrade were

placed in the "very low preparation" category.

The final measure of preparation (0P8 -3) dealt with the number of

contacts that the students had had with the high school counselor.

Those who had never made a contact or who had made only one contact

were placed in the "low preparation" category. There were 405 respon-

dents in that group. There were 462 respondents who had made 2 or 3

contacts and they were assigned to the "medium preparation" category.

The "high preparation" category was made up of persons who had made

4 or more contacts. The group contained 399 respondents. (See ques.

tion 37 in Appendix A.)

Numerical values were assigned to the categories to aid in data

analysis as in the preceding section. The frequency distribution of

responses and assigned category values are Ehown in Appendix Table 7.

Statistical Methods of Analysis

The preceding section indicates that the operationalization of the

variables to be utilized in the analysis generally involve two levels of

measurement, i.e., nominal and ordinal scales. The one interval scale

utilized concerns IPI data. The index and corresponding level of

measurement for each of the variables is as follows:
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Variable Index Level of Measurement

1. Level of occupational
expectation

North-Hatt
prestige scores

Ordinal scale

Intensity of physical
integration

Percentage of
Negroes enrolled
in senior class

Interval scale

3. Intensity of social
integration

Organizational
participation
scores

Ordinal scale

4. Race Judgmental
classification

Nominal scale

5. Number of classmates Numerical value
reported by
school principal

Ordinal scale

6. Community
orientation

Majority of ,,:ears

spent in a rural
or suburban com-
munity

Nominal scale

7. Socioeconomic
status

North-Hatt
prestige scores

Ordinal

(head of house-
hold)

8. Knowledge of occupa-
tional education
opportunities

Direct item
responses
(3 items)

Ordinal scale

9. Occupational educa-
tion preparation

Direct item
responses

Ordinal

(3 items)

Statistical techniques employed in the analysis were selected on

the basis of the level of measurement of data that the variables yielded

(Blalock, l960).11 Directional hypotheses were stated for relationships

involving two ordinal data variables, i.e., variables in which the

11Appendix B lists the variables utilized in each hypothesis and
the statistical technique employed in the test of the hypothesis,
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elements or observations are ranked in a graded order. These hypotheses

were tested by means of the Kendall's tau (T) technique (Siegel, 1956;

Hamilton, 1960). The .05 level of probability was chosen as the crite-

rion for determining if the correlation differs from 0. The Kendall's

tau technique, a one-tail test, provides a method of comparing two

ordinal variables in terms of all pairs of observations which have

either the same or different orders on the two scales.

As explained by Hamilton (1960), the range is graded between +1.00,

indicating perfect positive association, and -1.00, indicating perfect

negative association. If all pairs of observations had the same order

on the two scales, T would be +1.00; conversely, if all pairs had

opposite orders, T would be -1.00; but if an equal number of pairs had

the same amt different orders, T would be zero. Hence, T is the dif-

ference between two proportions.

Hypotheses involving two nominal data variables were tested by

means of the chi square (X2) test of independence (Li, 1957). Null

hypotheses were tested at the .05 probability level. In some instances

inspection of data in the respective Appendix Tables was necessary in

order to make a final decision about the rejection of a stated hypothe-

sis. 12

12A combination of "null," "alternative," and "directional" hypothe-
ses were stated in the Rationale and Hypotheses section of the theo-
retical orientation chapter in order to more clearly convey the logic
behind the various hypotheses, however, the "null" form was "tested" in
all instances involving the chi square technique and the "directional"
form was used in instances involving the tau technique.
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In cases where it was desirable to test hypotheses involving a

nominal variable and an ordinal variable, the ordinal variable was

transformed into three categories, thus resulting in nominal date.

Hypotheses of this type were tested by means of the chi square.

Throughout the analysis, both ordinal and nominal variables were

used for control purposes. When this was done, the three categories

of the ordinal variables taere used as the control factors.
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PRESENTATION OF DATA

Anal sis of the RelatIonshio_jaglagen LOE. and 111.

Before considering the relatio'nshi? between LOE and integration

per se, the relationship between LOE and race was established since one

of the major assumptions of this study is that white students have

higher expectations than nonwhite students. A review of current occu-

pational expectation literature indicated that although there have been

several studies investigating chic: question, the results were contra-

dictory due to the varied conceptualizations of aspirations and expec-

tations and the lack of differentiation between the two variables in

various studies. Also, differences in methodological precedures used

in eliciting responses in various research have caused confucion con-

cerning the LOE-race relationship.

In order to resolve this problem in the present study, the follow-

ing hypothesis was stated. (H1) LOE of segregated white students is

hikar than LOE of segregated nr-:white students. Because physical inte-

pration is one of the major independent variables in this investigation;

the LOE-race relationship within the physically integrated respondent

group was also considered, as was the relationship within the total

sample population. Thus, the null hypothesis was tested with three

groups of respondents: the segregated respondents, tne integrated

respondents, and the total sample population. Results of the tests

of independence are shown in Tables 1, 2, and 3, respectively.
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Table 1. Percentage distribution of segregated respondents by level
of occupational expectation and by race

Race
,......

Level of occupational
expectation

White
(N = 235)

Nonwhite
(N = 101)

Total

(N = 336)

Percent and Directions

Vary high (79-93) 15.7 0 13.9 - 15.2

High (11-78) 21.3 f 17.8 - 20.2

Medium (66-70) 13.6 - 18.8 + 15.2

Low (60-65) 19.1 - 22.8 + 20.2

Very low (23-59) 30.2 + 26.7 29.2

Total 99.9 100.0 100.0

X2 = 2.589; df = 4, Not significant at the .05 level.

aDirection r.f deviation from expected frequency.

Table 2. Percentage of distribution of physically integrated respondent
by level of occupational expectation and by race

Race

Level of occupational
expectation

White
(N = 720)

Nonwhite
(N = 198)

Total
(N = 918)

Percent and Directions

Very high (79-93) 25.1 + 19.2 - 23.9

High (71-78) 1.9.6 + 10.1 - 17.5

Medium (66-70) 20.6 + 13.1 - 19.0

Low (60-65) 18.0 - 28.3 + 20.3

Very low (23-59) 16.7 - 29.3. + 19.4

Total 100.0 100.0 100.1

X
2 = 35.565; df = 4, Significant at the .001 level.

aDirection of deviation from expected frequency.
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Table 3. Percentage distribution of all respondents by level of
occupatioral expectation and by race

Level of occupationnl

Race

White Nonwhite Total
expectation (N = 821) (N = 433) (N = 1254)

Percent and Directions

Very high (79.93) 23.8 + 17.3 - 21.5
High (71-78) 19.4 + 16.2 18.3
Medium (66-70) 20.3 + 13.4 - 17.9

Low (60-65) 18.6 - 23.3 + 20.3
Very low (23-59) 17.9 - 29.8 + 22.0

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

VIIIMMOIMMMIONINIMMOIM

X2 = 35.936; of n 4, Significant at the .001 level.

aDirection of deviation from expected frequency.

The null hypothesis was not rejectei relative to the segregated

group of respondents (Table 1) indicating that there is no difference

between LOE of white and nonwhite students within that group. However,

Ole computed chi squares are significant for both the total sample group

of respondents (Table 3) and for the integrated respondents (Table 2).

Thus, the test hypothesis of no difference was rejected in each case.

A comparison of data in Tables 2 and 3 shows that a greater proportion

of the white respondents have expectations in the medium to very high

Lange. Conversely, more nonwhite than white students have expectations

in the low to very low range.13

110.1Nia10.11.011.

13
Hagood and Price (1952) describe the procedure whereby the signs

in the contingency tables are derived .,ad interpret direction of
association.
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In summary, the conclusion drawn from the data in Tables 1, 2, and

3 is that there is no difference between the level of occupational expec-

tations of white and nonwhite segregated students. It is also concluded

that within physically integrated schools, white students have higher

expectations than nonwhite students.

The findings imply that integration does affect the LOE-race

relationship as expected. The rationale developed earlier suggested

that it would be the nonwhite group (minority group members) that would

be motivated to higher expectations by perceiving integration as a

"success" accomplishment and that it would be members of that group

that would benefit from socialization with the white group. If this

situation prevailed as expected, the expectation level of nonwhites

would be the same as that of whites in high integration situations but

nonwhites would have lower expectations than whites in low integration

situations. The stated hypotheses pertinent to these ideas are that

(H2) there is no difference between LOE of white and nonwhite students

within the high and (H3) yhite students

have higher expectations than nonwhite students within the low CULL

1St) integration group.

In order to test hypotheses 2 and 3 it was necessary to control

for various intensities of both physical and social integration. Three

levels or intensities of integration (high, r-dium, and low) were

established within the integration frequency distributions. The test

hypothesis in each case was the null hypothesis: "There is no dif-

ference between LOE of white and nonwhite respondents"; and the results

are summarized in Table 4.
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Table 4. Summary of the relationship between LOE and race controlling
on various intensities of physical and social integration

Hypothesis Chi square
IPI and ISI relationship- (LOE X race)

Physical integration

High (18-63) No difference 16.9128 323
Medium
and low ( 1-17)b A difference 13,6438 595

Social integration

High (13-78) No difference 9.461 318
Medium ( 4-12) 6.181 448
Low ( 0-3 ) A difference 17.396a

See Appendix Tables 8 through 12.

0101

8Significaut at or beyond the .05 level.

bihe nonwhite low physical integration group did not contain a
sufficiently large number of observations for the chi square test,
therefore, the medium and low physical integration groups were combined.

As may be seen in Table 4, the computed chi squares for physically

integrated groups suggest the existence of a phenomenon quite different

from that which was expected. That is, contrary to the rationale, tl.ere

is a difference between the LOE of whites and nonwhites at both the high

physical integration intensity And the towphysical integration intensity.

Inspection of Appendix Tables 8 and 9 shows that in both cases, whites

have higher expectations.

Considering social integration in Table 4 and Appendix Tables 10,

11, and 12, the conclusion is as had been hypothesized. LOE of whites

is higher than nonwhites when social integration is low and there is no

difference in LOE of the two racial groups when integration is high.



55

These findings are of major importance because they imply that through

high social integration nonwhites' expectations may reach the level of

whites' expectations and otherwise the white students have higher expec-

tations than nonwhite students. The LOE-ISI association is even more

meaningful when compared to the LOE-IPI finding and clearly indicates

the different effects of IPI and ISI on LOE. In conclusion, hypothesis

2 is rejected and hypothesis 3 is not rejected relative to physical

integration. Regarding social integration, neither hypothesis 3 nor

4 is rejected.

In order to further analyze the relationship between LOE and social

integration, the stated hypothesis was that (H4) lbaxgjaepasitive

relationship between LOE and ISI within both the white and nonwhite

groups. The logic behind this hypothesis, as explained earlier, is that

the social aspect of integration should contribute to higher expectations.

If this type of integration occurs despite an individual's race, the

proportion of nonwhite students (physical aspect of integration) in a

group would be of little consequence. Hence, hypotheses involving this

type of integration were tested independent of physical integration.

The data for hypothesis 4 are presented in Table 5 and show that

positive associations between LOE and ISI exist in all cases except

within the low 1St subgroups where ele taus are not significant. In

summary, hypothesis 4 is not rejected.
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Table 5. Summary of the relationship between LOE and ISI controlling
on various intensities of social integration and on race

Hypothesized Tau
ISI and Race relationship (LOE X ISI)

Nonwhite Positive .2708 433

Social integration

High (13-78) .143a 88
Medium ( 4-12) .1779 154

Low ( 0-3 ) .010 191

White Positive .2928 821

Social integration.

High (13-78) .1758 230
Medium 4-12) .1398 294
Low ( 0-3 ) -.039 297egr. ...111111 1.0... OOP

aSignificant at or beyond the .05 level.

Hypotheses concerning the LOE-IPI relationship state that (15)

there is a ositive relationship between LOE and IPI within the non-

white group. However, (H6) there is no relationship between LOS and

IPI within the white group. Hypotheses 5 and 6 considered collectively

involve not only the separate racial groups but also the various inten-

sities of integration were employed as separate groupings for the pur-

pose of specification. In other words, it was not only desirable to

know if a relationship exists between LOE and integration, and if so,

in what direction within the racial groups, but: information was also

needed as to whether or not the same relationship existed within the

various intensity of integration subgroups. 14 The computed taus rela-

tive to hypotheses S and 6 are sumaarited in Table 6.

.11.1.11.111.1010

14 See Mills, Frederick C. (1938), p. 253 for a discussion of break-
ing curvilinear data into segments.
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Table 6. Summary of the relationship between LOE and IPI controlling
on various intensities of physical integration and on race

IPI and Race
Hypothesized Tau

relationship (LOE X IPI)

Nonwhite

Physical integration

High (18-63)

Medium ( 6-17)
Low ( 1-5 )

White

Physical integration

High (18-63)
Medium ( 6-17)
Low ( 1-5 )

Positive -.1008 198

No association

-.1818 133

-.102 51

.217 14

-.035 720

-.074
.012

.I32a

190

267

263

8Significant at or beyond the .05 level.

Comparison of the data for the white and nonwhite physically inte-

grated groups reveal that the tau for the nonwhite group is significant

and negative (-.100) rather than positive as expected and that for the

white group the tau is not significant which was expected. When the

nonwhite group was divided into physical integration subgroups, only

the high integration subgroup yielded a significant tau and it it nega-

tive (-.181). However, the tau for the low integrated white group

(.132) is significant. the general conclusion is that among the non-

white students as physical integration increases LOE decreases. Among

white students Phere is no relationship between LOE and physical inte-

gration except when physical integration is low and within that
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integration subgr000 a positive relationship between LOE and IFI

prevails. Hence, hypothesis 5 is rejected and hypothesis 6 is not

rejected.

The situation behind tile findings concerning the preceding hypothe-

ses, no doubt, will have a significant infloence on many of the subse-

quent tests of hypotheses since those postulates are germane to the

central notions underlying this study. Also, the findings have broad

implications relative to the theoretical purpose of school integration.

Those implications will be discussed in a later section; nevertheless,

it is important to keep in mind the LOE-IPI-ISI relationship throughout

the discussion of the remainder of the analysis.

As a further test of the expectation-physical integration relation-

ship for white students, the hypothesis that (17) there is no difference

between LOE of segregated and physically integrated students within the

white group was tested. No difference in the expectation level was

anticipated because, theoretically, it is the LOE of nonwhites rather

than whites that integration affects. The hypothesis was tested for

all integrated and segregated respondents and for each of the three

physical integration categories. The results are shown in Table 7.

The conclusion suggested by an inspection of the results summarized

in Table 7 is that the LOE of segregated and physically integrated

white students does differ end Appendix Table 13 shows that the LOE of

integrated students is higher than for segregated students. Thus,

hypothesis 7 is rejected.
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Table 7. Summary of the relationship between DOE and IPI controlling
on various intensities of physical integration within the
white groups

IPI

Hypothesized
relationship

Chi square
(LOE X IPI-
segregation

INS

All respondents No difference 10.2448 820

PhysiL:01.121Ite ration

High (18-63) No difference 3.479 290

Medium ( 1-17) 1l.3868 367

Low ( 1-5 ) No difference 12.2418 363

See Appendix Tables 1: through 16.

a
Significant at or beyond the .05 level.

When physical integra0.on is medium or lows a difference in LOE

also exists and an analysis of Appendix Tables 15 and 16 indicates that

a greater propertion of the medium and low integration respondents have

higher expectations than do the segregated respondents. It is only when

integration is high that there is a nonsignificant relationship (no

difference) between LOE of the integrated and segregated group (Appendix

Table 14).

The next problem was to ascertain if differences between the LOE

of nonwhite segregated and physically integrated students existed.

Based on the theoretical framework, it vAs expected that a difference

would occur but only when integration wa. hiE . for if integration is

low the nonwhite students would not be affected by it. The integration

subgroups were utilized as in the case of the previous hypothesis and
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in this case the stated hypothesis was that (H8) there is a difference

between LOE of segregated and high physically integrated nonwhite stu-

dents. However, the theoretical framework of this study also suggested

the postulates that (H9) there is no difference between LOE of segre-

atedandlos,Iteratednonwhite students. The data for

hypotheses 8 and 9 are presented in Table 8.

Table 8. Summary of the relationship between LOE and IPI controlling
on various intensities of integration within the nonwhite
group

IPI
Hypothesized
relationship

Chi square
(LOE X IPI-
segregation) N

High (18-63) A difference I0.963a 368
Medium

and low ( 1-17) No difference 5.829 299

See Appendix Tables 17 and 18.

a
Significant at or beyond the .05 level.

b
The medium and low integration group was combined in order to

have a sufficiently large number of observations for the chi square
test. There were only 13 respondents in the low integration group.

The chi square for the high integration group is significant as

shown in Table 8. As expected, there is a lifferenc2 between the LOE

of segregated and highly integrated responde, ; therefore, hypothesis

8 is not rejected. However, the data in Ap :lix Table 17 shit 'hat

the integrated respondents generally have lower expectations than the

segregated respondents even though the differences are not great.
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Hypothesis 9 is not rejected since no difference in LOE exists in

toe low (and medium) integration group as had been expected (Table 8).

Actually, the data concerning the high integration group were not

entirely unexpected in view of some of the previous findings in this

study and they continue to point to an emerging pattern regarding the

LOE and integration relationship.

Analysis of the Relationship Between LOE and SES

Since socioeconomic status is perceived to be a condition enhanc-

ing educational and communication opportuaities, a wide range of social

interaction association, and in general "better life chances," it was

hypothesized that (H10) there is a positive relationship 'ietween LOE

and SES. The data related to this hypothesis are presented in Table 9

end they show that the hypothesis is not rejected. There is a positive

correlation within each of the three categories (all respondents, whites,

nonwhites). Thus, as SES increases, occupational expectations are higher.

Table 9. Summary of the relationship between LOB and socioeconomic
status controlling on race

Race
Hypothesized
relationship

Tau
(LOB X SEJ, N

All respondents Positive .28911 1254

Nonwhite Positive .141a 633

White Positive .329a 821

aSignificant at or beyond the .0 level.
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Analysis of the Relationship Between LOE and Size of School

Students enrolled in large schools are expected to have higher

occupational expectations than students enrolled in smaller schools,

because, presumably in the larger schools there is a greater possibility

for varied and broad socialization to occur. Tne large school normally

offers a wider curriculum and the larger number of teachers and stu-

dents increases interaction opportunities. The larger group should,

therefore, offer a varied range of knowledge and philosophy which a

student might acquire from both formal end informal association situa-

tions. Thus, site of school was conceptualize0 as much the same type

of factor as was socioeconomic status. If it is indeed a condition that

has a positive effect on LOE, it should partially reduce the negative

effect that being nonwhite is assumed to have on expectations.

The hypothesis that wac tested states that (H11) there is a_posi-

tive relationshi between LOE and site of school. Results of the test

of the hypothesis are shown in Table 10.

Table 10. Summary of the relationship between LOE and site of school
controlling on race

Race
Hypothesized
relationship

immalmmlysimon

Tau
(LOE X site
of school) N

All respondents

Nonwhite

Positive

Positive

Positive

.104a

.047

.121s

1254

433

821White

sSignificant at or beyond the .05 level.
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The data in Table 10 show that the computed tau for the total

sample population (.104) is significant; therefore, the hypothesis is

tenable. However, when controlling on race the hypothesis is not upheld

for nonwhite students, although it is for white students. This find-

ing points to the condluoion Oat school size affects LOE within groups

of white students but the relationship does not obtain among nonwhite

students.

Anal sis of the Relationshi Between LJE and Community Orientation

The mass of expectation research related to community orientations

almost consistently revealed thet urban oriented high school students

:tad higher educational and occupational expectations than rural oriented

students (Kuviesky and Pelham, 1960). Theoretically, the urban students

have more opportunities to learn of possibilities open to them because

their social and physical environment is more conducive to the learn-

ing process and because urbanites are assumed to have a wider range of

associates than ruralites. Thus, it seemed plausible to incluse com-

munity orientation (rural or urban) in this study. The variable (com.

munity orientation) was conceptualized as another of the contingent

conditions under which integration would be likely to contribute to

high occupational expectations.

In ordet to test whether or not the urban couounity oriented

respondents in this sample actually have higher levels of expectations

than the rural oriented students, the following hypothesis was tested:

(H12) 10 of urban students is higher than LOE of rurat students. Race
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was utilized as a control in the test of the hypothesis and the data

are summarized in Table 11.

Inspection of Table 11 and Appendix Tables 26-28 reveals that the

hypothesized relationship between LOE and community orientation is

upheld relative to the total sample as well as the racial groups. The

conclusion is that urban students have higher occupational expectations

than rural students regardless of the race of the students.

Table 11. Summary of the relationship between LOE and community
orientation controlling on race

Chi square
Hypothesized (LOE X community

Race relationship orientation)

All respondents Urban higher 126.2498 1251

Nonwhite Urban higher 37.0088 431

White Urban higher 87.4128 820

See Appendix Tables 19 through 21.

aSignificant at or beyond the .05 level.

Analysis of the Relationship Between LOE, IPI, ISI
Socioeconomic Status, Size of School and Community Orientation

Socioeconomic status, size of school, and community orientation are

perceived to be "contingent conditions" that might intensify or con-

versely negate the integration and race effect on LOE. Two hypotheses

that theoretically explain the "conditions" under which the L0E-race-

integration relationship might function were tested. The first hypothe-

sis was that (11I3) there is no difference between LOE of (physically
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integrated, segregated) white and nonwhite students within the (high

socioeconomic status, large school, urban oriented) group.15 The

hypothesis that accounts for the extreme opposite "contingent condition

was that (H14) there is a difference between LOE of (physically inte-

grated, segregated) white and nonwhite students within the (low socio-

economic status small school, rural Driented) group. 16

It was anticipated that the expectation level of physically inte-

grated nonwhites within the high SES group would be equal to white

students' expectations because the higher status would provide greater

opportunities that would tend to negate the race effect by instilling

attitudes of equality. However, the part of the hypothesis 013)

relative to tho physically integrated high SES group (chi square =

20.333) is rejected. There is a difference between LOE of whites and

nonwhites within that group and Appendix Table 19 shows that members of

the white high SES group have higher expectations.

The portion of hyp, thesis 13 dealing with the physically integrated

students from large schools was stated because it was assumed that

being enrolled in a large integrated school would bring nonwhites's

expectations to a level nearly equal to the level of white students.

However, the data, relative to that group and shown in Table 12, show

that the hypothesis is not tenable. Appendix Table 23 indicates that

15Hypotheses of this type will be tested separately for the inte-
grated and segregated groups, and for the SES, school size, and commun-
ity orientation categories.

16There was an insufficient number of respondents in some of the
segregated school size categories, therefore, that s4,ze of school vari-
able was deleted from the analysis relative to segregated respondents.
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Table 12. Summary of the relationship between LOE and race controlling
on socioeconomic status, size of school, and on community
orientation within the physically integrated and segregated
groups

1PI, SES, Size of
community, and

Community orientation
Hypothesized
relationship

Chi square
(LOE X race) N

Physical integn'tion

Socioeconomic status

High

and medium (54-93)1' No difference 20.333a 684

Low (35-53) A difference 2.817 233

Size of school

Large (240-625) No difference 26.644a 382

Medium (130-239) 15.7158 307

Small ( 23-129) A difference 4.359 229

Community orientation

Urban No difference 16.1848 411

Rural A difference 16.3938 505

Segregation

Socioeconomic status

High
and medium (54-93)b No difference 5.614 147

Low (35-53) A difference 189

Community orientation

Urban No difference 0.201 107

Rural A difference 3.258 228

See Appendix Tables 22 through 32.

a
Significant at or beyond the .05 level.

bThe high and medium socioeconomic status groups were combined in
carter to achieve a sufficiently large N for the chi square test.
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not only is there a difference in LOE between the integrated large

school racial group, but also that white students have higher expecta-

tions.

Another purpose of hypothesis 13 was to determine if a difference

in LOE exists between racial groups having an urban orientation. It

was expected that no difference in LOE between the racial groups would

exist since the urban environment theoretically offers broad interaction

and socialization advantages as compared to rural environments. Never-

theless, as shown in Table 12 and Appendix Table 29, the physically

integrated urban white students have higher expectations than the urban

nonwhites.

Conversely, there is no difference between occupational expectations

of white and nonwhite segregated students having urban orientations as

indicated by the nonsignificant chi square (0.201) shown in Table 12.

The conslucion is further verfied by the percentage distribution data

in Appendix Table 31.

As also indicated hypothesis 13, it was expected that high SES

would nullify the race and integration effect to the extent than there

would be no difference between LOE of white and nonwhite students even

if the students were from segregated schools. Data in Table 12 show

that hypothesis 13 is not tenable relative to the segregated high SES

group, and therefore the conclusion is that there is no difference

between LOE of segregated white and nonwhite students at the high and

medium SES levels.
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In summary, the conclusions drawn from the test of hypothesis 13

are as follows. (1) White physically integrated, high SES students have

higher expectations than their nonwhite classmates with the same socio-

economic status; however, there la no difference between LOE of the high

SES racial groups if they are segregated. (2) White students from

physically integrated large schools have higher expectations than non-

whites enrolled in the same type of schools. (3) Physically integrated

urban white students have higher expectations than integrated urban non-

white students; however, there is no difference in the expectation level

of the urban white and nonwhite students who are segregated.

As indicated by hypothesis 14 it was e,Tected hat low SAS, attend-

ing a small school, or having a rural community orientation would have

the effect of prod icing e; act.ations in both the white and nonwhite

youth. However, it ,as also anticipated that there world be a difference

in the expectation level of the white and nonwhite youth regardless of

the racial factor (regardless of the integrated or segregated status).

The portion of the hypothesis (H14) concerning low SES integrated

stuaents is not rejected as indicated in Table 12 and Appendix Table 20.

Thus, the conclusion is that there is no difference between the LOE of

integrated whites and nonwhites within the low status group.

Among the segregated groups of low status students the same situa-

tion prevails (Table 12 and Appendix Table 22). Hence, these results

lead to the general conclusion that there is no difference between the

occupational expectations of the low SES racial groups regardless of

tr.eir school integration or segregation situation.



69

Another result of the test of hypothesis 14 is the conclusion that

within the group of physically integrated male seniors from small

schools there is no difference between the expectation level of whites

and nonwhites. The nonsignificant chi square (Appendix Table 25) sug-

gests the conclusion stated above.

Data in Tabi 12 and Appendix Tables 30 and 32 relative to inte-

grated and segregated students with a rural orientation indicate that

the integrated white and nomhite students' expectation levels differ.

White students' LOE is higher. However, those da,:a also show that

among seg tzated students there is no difference between the occupational

expectation level of the white and nonwhite students.

From the test of hypothesis 14, the following summary of conclusions

was drawn. (1) There is no difference between LOE of white and nonwhite

low SES students regardless of integration or segregation. (2) There

is no difference between integrated white and nonwhite students' expec-

tations fror. small schools. (3) Whiet integrated rural students have

higher expectations than nonwhites with the same characteristics, but

there is no difference in the expectation level of the two rural groups

if they are from segregated schools.

The summary conclusions from hypothesis 13 and 14 are interpreted

to mean that high SES results in equal or nearly equal expectations

for the two racial groups of students if the students are enrolled in

segregated schools. Further, if students' SES is low, integration or

segregation has but little effect on their LOE.

Another implication of these data is that attending a large inte-

grated school apparently does little toward changing the occupational
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expectations of nonwhite students although it does in small integrated

schools.

Regarding community orientation, urban students seem to have no

advantage in terms of expectations over rural nonwhite students who

are integrated. This may be because white students have higher expec-

tations regardless of their community orientation. On the other hand,

if the students are segregated, the nonwhites have expectation levels

similar to whites regardless of whether the students have an urban or

a rural orientation.

The "contingent condition variables" -- socioeconomic status, size

of school, and community orientation -- were expected to correlate

either positively or negatively with LOE depending on the state of the

individual "contingent condition variable." In the case of SES the

state could be either high, medium, or low and the state or size of

school could be either small, medium, or large. Similarly, the state

of a person's community orientation is perceived to be either urban

or rural.

Following the theoretical framework of the study and further uti-

lizing the "contingent condition variables," the postulate was that

(H15) thkr: is a_gositive relationship between (physical, social) inte-

gration within the (high socioeconomic status, large school, urban

oriented) *sou.. Regarding the extreme opposite state of the "con-

tingent conditions," the stated hypothesis was that (H16) there is a

ne gative relationsp_hibeti
within the (low socioeconomic status small school, rural oriented),
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group. The results of the test of hypotheses 15 and 16 are summarized

in Tables 13 (SES), 14 (size of school), and 15 (community orientation).

Race was also utilized as a control factor in the analysis of data per-

taining to hypotheses 15 and 16, and the data are included in Tables 13,

14, and 15.

The physical integration portion of the data relative to LOE-IPI

and high SES shows that the stated hypothesis (H15) is nor tenable

because the relationship is negative rather than positive as anticipated.

The conclusion is that within the high SES group of students LOE and

IPI are negatively associated. However, when race is controlled, it

is only within the white group that the negative relationship occurs.

The data in Table 13 also show that there is no association between

LOE and IPI within the low SES total sample group or within the low SES

total sample group or within the low SES racial groups. Thus, hypothe-

sis 16 is rejected relative to the LOE-IPI low SES relationship.

The LOE-ISI portions of hypotheses 15 and 16 dealing with various

levels of SES are tenable as indicated by the data in Table 13. In

fact there is a positive correlation between LOE and ISI at all levels

of SES for both the white and nonwhite groups. These findings support

the results of the test of hypothesis four and further imply that race

is of little consequence in the ISI, LOE, and SES relationship.

The rationale of this study suggested that among the students

who are physically integrated a positive association would occur between

LOE and IPI if the students attend a large school because the large

school effect plus the integration effect should result in high
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Table 13. Summary of the relationship between LOE and integration
controlling on IPI, ISI, race, and on various socioeconomic
statuses

IPI, ISI, SES,
and race

Hypothesized Tau (LOE X
relationship integration)

Physical integration

Socioeconomic status

High (66-93) Positive -.0778 332

Medium (54-65) .002 353

Low (35-53) Negative -.051 233

Nonwhite

Socioeconomic status Positive

High (66-93) -.0698 315

Medium (54-65) .005 299

Low (35-53) .049 106

Social integration

Socioeconomic status

High (66-93) Positive .247a 377

Medium (54-65) .2548 455

Low (35-53) Negative .262a 422

Nonwhite

Socioeconomic status Positive

High (66-93) .2488 37

Medium (54-65) .2128 112

Low (35-53) .2548 284

White

Socioeconomic status Positive

High (66-93) .242a 340
Medium (54-65) .264a 343

Low (35-53) .2748 138

a
Significant at or beyond the .05 level.
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Table 14. Summary of the relationship between LOE and integration
controlling on IPI, ISI, race, and on various sizes of
school

IPI, ISI, size of
school and race

Hypothesized Tau (LOE X
relationship integration)

physical integration

Size of school

Large (240-625) Positive -.141a 382

Medium (130-239) -.100a 307

Small ( 23-129) Negative .002 229

Nonwhite

Size of school

Large (240-625) Positive -.096 46

Medium (130-239) -.073 61

Small ( 23-129) Negative -.089 91

White

Size of school

Large (240-625) Positive .050 183

Medium (130-239) -.042 246

Small ( 23-129) Negative -.086a 291

Social integration

Size of school

Large (240-625) Positive .268a 427

Medium (130-239) .361a 370

Small ( 23-129) Negative .3248 457

Nonwhite

Size of school

Large (240-625) Positive .2838 136

Medium (130-239) .2658 110

Small ( 23-129) Negative .3078 187

White

Size of school

Large (240-625) Positive .2468 291

Medium (130-239) .3778 260

Small ( 23-129) Negative .3278 270

aSignificant at or beyond the .05 level.
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Table 15. Summary of the relationship between LOE and integration
controlling on IPI, ISI, Lace, and on community orientation

IPI, ISI, community
orientation

Hypothesized Tau (LOE X
relationship integration)

integration

Community orientation

Urban
Rural

Positive
Negative

-.1318
-.056a

411
505

Nonwhite

Community orientation

Urban Positive -.068 76
Pural Negative 121

White

Community orientation

Urban Positive -.1128 335
Rural Negative .002 384

Social integration

Community orientation

Urban Positive .2978 518
Rural Negative .3038 733

Nonwhite

Community orientation

Urban Positive .2988 165

Rural Negative .2368 266

White

Community orientation

Urban Positive .2948 353
Rural Negative .3248 467

8Significant at or beyond the .05 level.
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expectations. The data in Table 14 show, however, that there is a

negative relationship between LOE and IPI relative to students in large

schools. Hence, the hypothesis (H15) concerning large schools is not

tenable.

Hypothesis 16, dealing with the LOE-IPI small school relationship

was rejected as indicated by the data in Table 14 because the expected

negative LOE -IPI relationship did not result for the total sample. How-

ever, there is a negative association within the group of white students

(tau = -.086).

Because there is a positive relationship between LOE and ISI within

the large school group as expected, hypothesis 15 was not rejected.

There is also a positive relationship between LOE and ISI within the

medium and small school size group and that result was not expected.

Thus, it is concluded that hypothesis 16 is rejected regarding the LOE-

ISI small school association.

In consideration of the association between the major dependent and

independent variables, LOE and integration respectively, and community

orientation, data in Table 15 show that LOE and IPI is negatively

associated regarding urban oriented students (tau = .131). There is

no association within the nonwhite group; however, there is also a

negative association within the white group. In conclusion, hypothesis

15 is rejected regarding IPI and urban orientation.

Similar results were obtained within the rural groups of physical

integrated students. That is, there is a negative relationship between

LOE and IPI within the total sample of students; however, there is no

relationship between LOE and IPI within the separate racial groups.
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These findings imply that the almost -onsistent LOE -?PI negative

association may be accounted for more among urban atudents than among

students with a rural community orientation. Also, it appears that it

is within the group of white students that the negative LOE-,PI associa-

tion prevails rather than among nonwhites.

As way hypothesized (NO, there is a positive relationship between

LOE and ISI within the urban oriented group of students. An inspection

of data in Table 15 shows that the hypothesis is not rejected because

the relationship holds for the total sample population as well as the

separate racial groups.

It was further hypothesized (1116) that the LOE-ISI relationship

would be negative among rural oriented youth. That hypothesis is

rejected because significant positive taus were yielded as may be

seen in the lower portion of Table 15.

One of the striking features of the data in Tables 13, 14, and 15

is that the ISI correlations are comparatively large. Also it is note-

worthy that the LOL-ISI taus are consistently positive relative to all

levels of SES, sizes of schools, and both community orientations. This

observation as contrasted to the usual negative relationship between LOE

and IPI implier that physical integration and social integration func-

tion quite independently of each ether.

Analysis of the Relationshi' Between LOE IPI ISI and KOEO

This and the aext secti "n of the analysis are concerned with

various aspects of occupational education. The purpose of this section
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is to discuss the analysis of the relationship between occupational

expectations and knowledge of occupational education opportunities

(KOEG) and also the relationship between integration and KOEO. The

three Oimensions of the knowledge variable that were delineated and

described previously were analyzed independently. The dimensions are

as follows: KOEO -1, knowledge of the Community College, Industrial

Education Center, or Technical Institute concept (as used in North

Carolina); KOEO -2, knowledge of lax technical or vocational education

school; KOEO -3, knowledge of training programs at any of the vocational

or technical education schools including Community Colleges, Industrial

Education Centers, or Technical Institutes.

The first hypothesis tested centered around the relationship between

LOE and the dimensions of KOEO. LOE was treated as the dependent

variable. The stated hypothesis was that (H17) there is a positive

relationship bets LOE and knowledge of occupational education oppor-

tunities (K0E0- ,0E0-2, KOEO -3). Results of the test of the hypothe-

sis are presented in Table 16.

The data in Table 16 show that the LOE-K0E0.1 association is posi-

tive as expected. The conclusion is that there is a positive relation-

ship between LOE and KOEO -1 not only within the totel sample but also

within the white and nonwhite groups. Thus, the generalization may be

made that the more knowledgeable North Carolina male high school senior

students are about the Community College system in North Carolina, the

higher their expectation level is likely to be.
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Table 16. Summary of the relationship between LOE and knowledge of
occupational education opportunities controlling on race

Race
Tau

(LOE X KOE0-1)b
Tau

(LOE X K0E0- 2)c
Tau

(LOE X K0E0-3)d N

All

.1318

.1958

.0768

.1108

.1788

.084a

.0348

.0648

.008

1254

433

821

Respondents

Nonwhite

White

s
Significant at or beyond the .05 level.

bK0E0-1 refers to knowledge concerning community colleges, indus-
trial education centers, or technical institutes.

cK0E0-2 refers to knowledge concerning any vocational or techni-
cal school.

d
KOE0-3 refers to knowledge concerning training programs offered

by vocational and technical schools or community colleges.

The results concerning LOE and KOEO -2 are similar ea shown in Table

16. Significant positive association between LOE and KOEO -2 were found

within the total sample group as well as within both of the racial cate-

gories. The conclusion is that there is a positive relationship between

students' LOE and their knowledge of technical and vocational schools

(other than those perceived ss being a part of the North Carolina Com-

munity College system).

The final knowledge dimension (K0E0-3) is likewise positively

associated with students' LOE. However, the association does not exist

within the white group (tau = .008) even though it does within the total

sample group (tau = .034) and the nonwhite group (tau e .064). Hence,
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the conclusion is that among nonwhite students there is a positive

association between LOE and knowledge of training programs at vocational

education schools including those in the Community College system. An

opposite conclusion applies to white students, however.

The general conclusion concerning hypothesis 17 is that the hypothe-

sis is tenable. There is a positive relationship between students' LOE

and their knowledge of occupational education opportunities.

In the next hypothesis, each of the three dimensions of knowledge

of occupational education opportunities was treated as a dependent

variable and integration (IPI and ISI) was the independent variable.

Results of the test of the hypothesis that (H18) there is a positive

relationship between (physical social) integration and knowledge of

occupational education opportunities (K0E0-1, KOE0-2, KOEO -3) are

shown in Table 17.

The data in Table 17 show that KOE0-1 is negatively associated with

physical integration within the group of physically integrated students

(tau e -.071) and the nonwhite physically integrated group of students

(tau * - .176), However, there is no association between IPI and LOE

within the white group of respondents. This apparently means that

within the group of nonwhites en increase in physical integration in

their school would result in less knowledgeable student concerning the

institutions in the community college system.

Regarding KOE0-2, there io no association between IPI and knowl-

edge of vocational and technical schools within any groups other than

within the nonwhite group of respondents. Hence, increased physical
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Table 17. Summary of the relationship between IPI, ISI, and knowledge
of occupational education opportunities cantrolling on race

IPI, ISI,

and race

Tau
(integration

X KOE0-1)

Tau
(integration

X KOEO -2)

Tau

(integration

X KOEO -3)

Physical integration -.071a -.034 -.0628 924

Nonwhite -.1768 -.1288 -.057 198
White -.006 -.014 -.0428 726

Social integration .1228 .1458 .0998 1262

Nonwhite .183a .223! .1998 434
White .0758 .106° .0388 828

°Significant at or beyond the .05 level.

integration evidently lowers white students' knowledge regarding

vocational schools. While this assuredly occurs in some schools, it

probably does not in all schools and perhaps may be explained by the

individual type of school involved. That is, types of schools such as

urban versus rural or large versus small might r..sult in quite differ-

ent association between IPI and KOE0-2.

The analysis of the association between IPI and KOEO -3 reveals that

the variables are negatively associated (Table 17). The negative

association exists within the total group of integrated students and

the group of whites; however, there is no association between IPI and

KOEO -3 within the nonwhite group.

In summary, hypothesis 18 is rejected relative to KOE0-1, KOEO -2,

and KOE0-3. The inconsistencies in the IPI-K0E0 association, especially

concerning racial groups, might be explained by the fact that certain
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"types of knowledge" are more relevant to some groups than to other

groups. For example, information about colleges might be irrelevant to

some groups and extremely relevant to another group of students depend-

ing upon the students' postsecondary education plans. Certainly if a

majority of the group members planned no formal education beyond the

high school level, information about colleges would probably be of

little concern to them. The relevance of some particular fact or infor-

mation to an individual would likely determine whether or not the infor-

mation or fact became part of the person's "storehouse of knowledge"

(Mercer, 1965). Hence, some specific group might have extremely high

occupational expectations and at the same time know almost nothing about

occupational education programs and school

The portion of hypothesis 18 concerning the association between ISI

and the knowledge dimensions was upheld. As shown in Table 17, positive

taus were obtained for every group for which the hypothesis was tested.

Thus, an increase in social integration in the high schools results in

increased student knowledge concerning occupational education ano the

programs taught in the institutions.

Analysis of the Relationshipktwecn U0E, IPI, ISI, and OPB

The hypotheses described in this final section of the analysis

chapter are similar to the hypotheses in the preceding section relative

to the manner in vhich the ICE, IPI, ISI, and race variables were han-

dled. In this section, however, the focus in upon students' occupational

preparation behavior. More specifically, the behavior considered is per-

ceived by the investigator to be high school students' preparation for

continued education and ultimately for the establishment in an occupation.
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Incr'ased physical integration with its assumed high rate of social-

ization should, theoretically, provide motivation and opportunities for

a high level of occupational preparation behavior, and the level of

occupational 'reparation behavior should increase accordingly. Also,

there should be a direct correlation between the level of occupational

preparation behavior and occupational expectations assuming that students

perceive preparation behavior as a means to eventually reaching their

occupational goals.

The three dimensions of the occupational preparation behavior

variable are OPB-1, expected educational level; OPB-2, high school

letter grade average; and OPB-3, number of contacts with guidance

personnel.

The hypothesis regarding LOE and the three dimensions of occupa-

tional preparation behavior is that (H19) there is a positive relation-

ship between LOE and occupational preparation behavior (OPB -1, OPB-2,

OPB-3). The data are presented in Table 18 and show that LOE is posi-

tively related to all dimensions of OPB within the total sample popu-

lation as well as within the racial groups. Thus, the hypothesis is

tenable. It is concluded that LOE is positiwily associated with high

school male seniors' educational expectations, their average high school

letter g.ades, and the number of times they contacted their guidance

counselor.

A noteworthy feature of the data in Table 18 is the range and site

of the computed taus, especially those for OPB-1 (expected education

level). In that category, which by far contains the largest correla-

tions encountered in this analysis, the range is from .597 to .743.
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Table 18. Summary of the relationship between LOE and occupational
preparation behavior controlling on race

Race

Tau

(LOE X K0E0-1)b
Tau

(LOE X KOE0-2)c
Tau

(LOE X K0E0-3)d

All

.6808 .3238 .2468 1254Respondents

Nonwhite .597a .2258 .2628 433

White .7188 .3688 .2518 821

°Significant at or beyond the .05 level.

b0PB-1 refers to educational expectations.

cOPB-2 refers to average high school grades.

dOPB-3 refers to contacts with guidance counselor.

Table 19. Summary of the relationship between IPI, ISI, and occupa-
tional preparation behavior controlling on race

IPI, ISI, Tau Tau Tau
and race (Integration (Integration (Integration

X OPB-1) X OPB-2) X OPB-3)

!lulu'
integration -.0978 -.031 -.0448 924

Nonwhite -.1698 .059 .0808 198

White -.038 -.012 -.061 726

Social
.3288 .2978 .2538 1262integration

Nonwhite .317° .1808 .2608 434

White .3278 .3538 .2588 828

aSignificant at or beyond the .05 level.
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Those high correlations reflect the general belief that educational

achievement is the major avenue of advancement to high occupational

status.

The data presented in Table 19 are also relevant to results of the

test of the hypothesis that (H20) there is a positive relationship

between (physical, social) integration and occupational preparation

behavior (OPB-1, OPB-2, OPB-3).

The data which appear in summary form in Table 19 show that there

is a negative relationship between IPI and OPB-1 relative to all physi-

cally integrated students taken as a single group. However, when that

group is divided by race, there is no associatiun between IPI and OPB-1

for the white group of students. The conclusion is that physical inte-

gration and educational expectations are negatively correlated for the

nonwhite students and the combined racial groups of students.

There is no association between IPI and OPB-2 (average high school

letter grades) within any of the groups of respondents.

Regarding IPI and OPB-3, there is a negative relationship (tau

-.044) within the total sample group and the white group (tau -.061);

while there is no association within the nonwhite group. Thus, as

physical integration increases, white students contact their guidance

counselor3 leas.

In conAderation of the overall results of the test of the relation-

ship betwcen IPI and OPB, it is ccncluded that there is either a nega-

tive association between physical integration and education expecta-

tions, average grades, or contacts with guidance personnel, or that

there i no association between the variables depending on the racial
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group involved. In either case, the stated hypothesis (H20) is

rejected relative to physical integration.

The data concerning social integration and occupational preparation

behavior are presented in the lower half of Table 19 and they show that

ISI and all dimensions of OP8 are positively related. The conclusion

in view of those data is that as social integration increases, students'

educational expectatio..s increase, their average grades improve, and

they contact their guidance counselor more often. Hypothesis 20 is,

therefore, not rejected.
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SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

Summary of the Problem and Theoretical Orientation

Racial integration in school systems is a major concern of a large

segment of American society, because it is related to the idea of equal

educational opportunities for all students. There is a general belief

that integrated schools provide socialization opportunities and motiva-

tion that enhance students' educational and occupational achievement.

There is only conjecture, however, about the actual effect integration

has on students' attitudes and behavior. Whether or not integration

leads to higher aspirations and expectations is one of the bosic

questions being asked.

The major problem in this study was the investigation of the r,:la-

tionship between school integration and students' occupational expec-

tations. More specifically conclusions concerning the following

questions were sought.

1. Do white studlnts have a higher expectation level than

nonwhite students?

2. Do physical integration and social integration have the

same effect on level of occupational expectation?

3. Are the expectation levels of white and nonwhite students

more similar under a higher intensity of integration than

a lower intensity of integration?

4. Do higher socioeconomic status, large school site, or an

urban community orientation contribute to s higher expec-

tation level?
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5. Do intensities of integration influence knowledge of

occupational education opportunity and occupational

preparation behavior?

6. Does knowledge of occupational education opportunities or

occupational preparation behavior influence higher expec-

tation level?

The study also dealt with two other problems. First, it was

desired that a determination be made regarding the potential that

secondary school systems have for changing students' educational and

occupational expectations. That problem is dealt with in terms of

implications from the major research findings.

The final problem related to the question of the long-range

influence of integration and occupational expectations on occupational

achievement. ',"his study furnishes data and a beginning for the longi-

tudinal research necessary to attack that problem.

The theoretical orientation of the study focused on two major

concepts -- level of ocrupational expectation and school integration.

Basically, occupational expectation, a concept derived from general

level of aspiration theory, is the occupational status that an individ-

ual expects to achieve in consideration of more and less difficult

occupational alternatives. Level of occupational expectation is assumed

to result from the individual's experiences in his environment. The

environment affects the socialization and motivation of the Individual

which in tury influences his level of expectation and ultimately his

overt behavior.



88

School integration represents a particular type of physical and

social environment in which the individual is socialized and the con-

cept is perceived to have two major dimensions -- physical integration

and social integration. Physical integration concerns the physical

makeup of groups of students who are members of various races. Social

integration relates to the cohesiveness and involvement manifested by

the student in group activities. Students' race, their socioeconomic

status, the size of the school they attend, their community orientation,

their knowledge of occupational education possibilities, and their

occupational preparation behavior are theoretically involved in the

occupational expectation-integration relationship.

Summary of Findings and Conclusions

In physically integrated school situations white students have a

higher level of occupational expectation than nonwhite students, except

in the following circumstances. When socioeconomic status is low or

the size of school is small or the social integration is high or medium,

there is no difference in the expectation levels of white and nonwhite

students.

In segregated school situations there is no difference between the

occupational expectation level of white and nonwhite students regardless

of the student's socioeconomic status. Also, regardless of community

orientation, either rural or urban, there is no difference between

the expectation level of students in the separate racial groups when

the students are segregated.
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Further, the data show that under the condition of high social

integration, both white and nonwhite students have much higher expec-

tations than students within low social integration situations. This

phenomenon occurs in both segregated and physically integrated schools.

An additional conclusion regarding community orientation is that

students who have an urban orientation, whether white or nonwhite, or

segregated or physically integrated, have higher occupational expec-

tations than rural oriented students. And, regardless of the intensity

of physical integration, integrated whites -- both rural and urban --

have higher expectations than segregated white students. However,

segregated nonwhite students, both rural and urban, have a higher expec-

tation level than the physically integrated nonwhite students.

In essence, there is no association bet.,...en level of occupational

expectation and intensity of physical integration regardless of race,

socioeconomic status, size of school, or community orientation.

Although a negative association exists within the high physically inte-

grated nonwhite group and a positive association exists within the low

physically integrated white group of students, in both cases the degree

of association is extremely low.

Conversely, there is a positive association between occupational

expectation level and social integration. The relationship obtains

regardless of community orientation, socioeconomic status or size of

school in which students are enrolled. The only exception in which

the two variables are not related is in situations where low social

integration prevails. The social integration-occupational
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expectation relationship is almost consistently positive, although the

degree of association is not very high in that the general range of

correlation is between .25 and .35.

There is a positive association between occupational expectation

level and socioeconomic status. Also, expectation level and size of

school are positively related within groups of white students, but there

is no association between expectations and size of school within groups

of nonwhite students.

For both white and nonwhite students, there is a positive relation-

ship between intensity of both physical and social integration and all

dimensions of knowledge of occupational education and all dimensions

of occupational preparation behavior studied. The knowledge-social

integration correlations are extremely low (rang of .04 to .22) and

indicate very weak relationships; however, the occupational prepara-

tion -- social integration correlations are somewhat higher (range of

.22 to .39).

In essence, there is no relationship between the dimensions of

knowledge of occupational education opportunity and intensity of physi-

cdi integration. Also the dimensions of occupational preparation

behavior and physical integration are not associated. In all situations

considered, the relationships are statistically nonsignificant or they

are very weak negative associations (range -.04 to -.18).

Similarly, the expectation-knowledge relationship is positive

but weak regarding all dimensions studied, except that among white

students there is no association between expectations and knowledge of

vocational or technical programs (K0E0-3). The three dimensions of
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occupational prepatation behavior are positively associated with

expectation level and those relationships are comparatively strong.

Evaluation of the Relation of Results Theoretical
Orientation, and Method

Certainly the most fundamental finding in this research was that

there is a negative association between physical integration and LOE

among nonwhite students, and there was no association among white

students. This finding, for nonwhite students, is in direct opposition

to the theoretical notions on which this study is based.

Perhaps Chinoy's (1952) statements concerning socialization might

offer some explanation for the unexpected results. He stated explicitly

that socialization occurs over a long period of time and that the

finished product -- roles, attitudes, values -- becomes more firmly

internalized within the individual with a passing of more and more

time. Hence, the individual is not highly susceptible to change even

though his social environment may change. This suggests that it may

not be reasonable to expect that a year, or even two or three years of

socialization in a physically integrated school situation would "change"

the expectations that the majority of nonwhites have acquired from

family and segregated school situations throughout their lives. This,

of course, does not say that all nonwhite students have lower levels of

expectations than white students; nevertheless, the findings in this

investigation show that generally this is the case. A fundamental

assumption in the theoretical framework on which this research is based

is that the nonwhite students had been enrolled in integrated schools
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for a long enough period of time to have been "socialized by their white

classmates." Apparently the assumption was unfounded.

If this is indeed a true picture, then the high occurrence of low

expectations in high physically integrated schools might be explained by

the fact that there are simply more nonwhites present and the group of

nonwhites as a whole has low expectations. This explanation assumes

the occurrence of socialization but also assumes that an insufficient

time interval has lapsed that would allow for the influence of social-

izing with whites to affect the nonwhites' expectation level.

There is no assurance, however, that the socialization process

actually occurs in the physically integrated situation even over a long

period of time. The positive function of the socialization process can-

not be expected to be realized if there is no significant interaction

between different individuals since social interaction is the fundamen-

tal element of the socialization process. If it is accepted that the

socialization process does not occur significantly in physically inte-

grated situations, there would be no reason to expect a positive rela-

tionship between LOE and IPI. The analysis of data supports this assump-

tion and careful visual observations of students on school buses and

playgrounds and in lunchrooms of physically integrated schools suggest

the conclusion that significant interaction does not take place under

conditions of high physical integration but that it does to a relatively

high degree within low integration situations.

Thus, the relative importance of school integration would seem to

lie in the social dimension of integration, as it has been conceptual-

ized in this study, and in which the interaction aspect of socialization
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is not assumed, but rather assured. The most clearly established find-

ing in this study is that social integration is positively related to

level of expectation. The logical conclusion is, therefore, that physi-

cal integration does not assure that social integration -- interaction,

socialization, a unity of attitudes -- takes place among a large pro-

portion of the students of the various races involved. Certainly the

assumption that intensity of physical integration and intensity of

social integration occur at equal or nearly equal rates is an important

aspect of the philosophy on which school integration policy has been

established. That the assumption is likely unfounded is further evi-

denced by the frequent instances of discontent and sometimes violence

that have occurred in highly physically integrated schools throughout

the country in recent months.

The findings relative to the intervening variables could not

logically be expected to produce outcomes other than those which

actually occurred since the expectation-physical integration outcome

was in such opposition to that which was postulated. The intervening

variables did, however, function to support the conclusion that physical

and social integration are quite different phenomena and that eventually

for integration to positively influence expectations both physical and

social integration must be a part of school integration.

The analysis also furnished evidence to suggest that the "reality

aspect" of the aspiration-expectation phenomena probably operates in

relation to integration. It is conceivable that in a face-to-face

physical integration situation, observing potential competitors for
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occupational goals, one might re-examine his abilities and limitations

using the opposing group as a reference. Under such circumstances the

reappraisal would likely result in more realistic and possibly changed

attitudes in comparison to the attitudes and values held prior to the

evaluation. Certainly there are at least some attitude differences

between physically integrated students and students who have not had

the physical integration experience. This notion might explain some

of the unexpected findings concerning the white students and the

influence of the intervening variables.

Another factor that might account for some of the confounding

results, especially those concerning the occupational knowledge variable,

is that the respondents possibly did not perceive the dimensions of

knowledge utilized as being relevant to their particular educational

and/or occupational situation. If a certain fact or piece of informa-

tion was not relevant to an individual or group of individuals, it

probably would not be included in the cognition process functioning

within that person or group of persons. It is feasible that this

might have occurred since a significantly large proportion of the

respondents in this research either expected to have no further educa-

tion beyond high school (15.5 percent) or expected t. participate in

traditional higher education (44.1 percent).

On at least three counts the process of selectivity probably has

had an effect on the results in this iavestigation. First, all non-

white students did not attend integrated schools under the same cir-

cumstances. Although the "freedom of choice" policy existed in North

Carolina when the data were collected, apparently physical integration
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was accomplished under two different sets of circumstances. Either by

the process of school consolidation or the manipulation of school

boundaries, various proportions of white and nonwhite students had been

assigned to integrated schools. In other cases, students were simply

allowed to choose which school they would attend. It is assumed that

most of the 14 nonwhite students attending low physically integrated

schools were doing so because they or their parents wanted them to do

so. Probably a large proportion of the 51 medium intensity of integra-

tion students attended integrated schools under similar circumstances.

However, it is also probable that a majority of the 133 high intensity

of integration students were assigned to their schools with little

regard for their own wishes. Under such conditions, it is reasonable

to believe that students who elected to attend schools in which they

were the lone nonwhite student, or at least only one of two or three

nonwhites, would already have many characteristics and attitudes dif-

ferent from their counterparts who elected to attend segregated schools.

Presumably these students were the ones who already had high expecta-

tions when they entered the predominantly white schools, and since

they were practically alone relative to having other members of their

racial group to interact with, they either were "forced" to interact

with -- and subsequently be socialized by -- their white fellow students

or function as semi-isolates. Also it is reasonable that nonwhite stu-

dents of this type would be more readily accepted than the average

student, since he would have demonstrated his difference by electing

to attend the predominantly white school. On the basis of observation
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of students, this seems to be the case in the integrated schools

included in this study.

Another way in which selectivity probably is operating has to do

with the size of school variable. The question might be asked, "Is a

large school more or less favorable for social integration?" The

notion that "bigness," in terms of student enrollment, might reduce the

opportunity for social integration seems contrary to that which is

usually expected. Yet, it is possible that students "get lost in the

crowd" to the extent that meaningful interaction might be more likely to

occur in small schools than in larger ones. That is, a student in a

smaller school might have more opportunity to involve himself and become

an integral part of a small group than he would if there were many

people competing for the more active roles.

Another means by which the selectivity process operates relates to

the traditional differences between the rural and urban school systems'

administrative policies. It is assumed that among the policies there

are Chose which indirectly determine whether students elect to attend

integrated schools or are simply assigned to a school. If this is

true, the type of school -- rural or urban -- might ba a strong deter-

mining factor in the type of nonwhite students -- high or low expec-

tations -- who are likely to attend a particular school.

Although the contingent condition variables -- socioeconomic status,

community orientation, and size of school -- were generally found to be

associated with level of occupational education, the findings regarding

these factors should be accepted with caution because of their selec-

tive nature. Thus, any further research of this type -- and it is felt
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that the general results are sufficiently significant to warrant further

studies -- should include a quite different research design.

The sample of this study was purposely designed so that general-

izations drawn from the research findings would apply to a large popu-

lation -- the male senior students in North Carolina high schools. It

was realized that there would be a great deal of variability particu-

larly with regard to the intervening variables and physical integration

and that factor was taken into account in the sample design. However,

it was not suspected that the selectivity factors described above would

operate as they now appear to.

Implications for Occupational Education

The central concern in this study has been the investigation of

the relationship between school integration and occupational expecta-

tions. Much of the specific focus has been on the effect integration

might have on students' level of occupational expectation. It was

assumed that nonwhite students within the integrated school would learn

about new educational and occupational opportunities and possibilities

which were within their capabilities. In addition, it was assumed that

this knowledge would lead to higher expectations which would in turn

motivate individual students to manifest behavior enhancing the event-

ual accomplishment of expected occupational and educational goals.

These assumptions, which in essence are undergirded by occupa-

tional expectation theory, and the findings reported in this study seem

to have broad implications for occupational education. This is true in

view of the fact that one of the goals of occupational education is to
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to identify and contribute to the alleviation of barriers to the

development of environments in which programs of occupational education

for all persons and groups can be operationalized. Assuming that low

expectations are a barrier to occupational education or that an environ-

ment not conducive to the motivation of high expectations is a barrier,

then this research is pertinent to occupational education. This study

is concerned with identifying groups of individuals who manifest low

expectations and investigating environments and processes which are pro-

posed to influence the establishment of occupational expectations.

Probably one of the more important implications for occupational

education in this study is that much of the focus is on nonwhite males'

occupational expectations. While nonwhites have made some gains dur-

ing the past decade, there is little doubt that their present high

rate of unemployment is related to their lack of education and skills.

These deficiencies are reflected by the fact that within the nonwhite

segment of the population of the United States unemployment rose from

22.7 percent in 1960 to 30.4 percent in 1968 (United States Bureau of

the Census, 1969).

Increased technology and the growing specialization in the occupa-

tional structure indicate that some type of formal post secondary educa-

tion is essential to gainful employment offering reasonable career

progression. Today, probe bly more than ever before in history, educa-

tion is a prerequisite to occupational mobility. While the number of

persons pursuing education beyond high school is increasing, the

number of institutions offering various types of educational programs
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and the costs of education in terms of time and money are also increas-

ing. Thus, it seems reasonable that occupational education, defined as

technical, vocational, or other education beyond the secondary level --

but not including traditional higher education -- would be to a great

extent most applicable to low expectation students, either white or

nonwhite, because it probably comes much closer to fitting their

intellectual, financial, and interest capabilities than traditional

higher education.

These factors suggest the reason and need for undertaking an

educational program in integrated schools that would have as its general

goals increasing the motivation level of low expectation students and

guiding those students into appropriate occupational education programs.

Based on the knowledge and understanding of occupational education

theory and the conclusions of the present study, such a program might be

structured within the framework of vocational education and guidance

programs in secondary education.
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DIRECTIONS:

The following questions are a part of a study of high school stu-

dents in North Carolina. The study is being conducted by personnel in

the Center for Occupational Education at North Carolina State University

in Raleigh for the purpose of learning more about what students think

about their future and what they plan to do after they leave high

school.

This is not a test! There are no right or wrong answers to the

questions. We are only interested in finding out your opinion and plans

about some important matters. Your answers will be considered as confi-

dential and no one in your school will ever see what you write down.

You will have all the time you need to complete the questionnaire. Read

each question carefully and look at all of the possible answers before

you decide which ans.4er applies to you. If you do not understand a

question, please raise your hand and the interviewer will explain the

question. We expect your answers to be different from those given by

your friends, so please do not be concerned about what answers they

give.

We hope that you will cooperate so that: this will be a good scien-

tific study. Please answer all the questions as frankly and honestly as

you can. We appreciate your help very much.
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Do not write in this space.

IRM Code

Card 1
( )

Respondent 2, 3
(_____) ( )

Class 4 ( )

School 5, 6 (_) ( )

Size 7, 8, 9 (____) (_____) ( )

Percent 10, 11 (--) ( )

1. How old were you on your lasi birthday?

( ) a. 16 years old.

(_____) b. 17 years old.

c. 18 years old.

(_____) d. 19 years old.

(_____) e. 20 years old.

f. 21 years old.

2. Please indicate the number of years during your
lifetime that you have livod in any of the
following types of communities.

Number of years Type of community

years) a. On a farm.

( years) b. In the country, but nut
on a farm.

years)

Do not write
in this space.

IBM

12

13,14

15,16

CODE
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years ) c. In a town with less than
IBM Code

2,500 people. 17,18 ( )( )

) d. In a city with less than
75,000 people. 19,20 (___)( )

) e. In a large city with more
than 75,000 people. 21,22 (___)(___)

Do not write in this space.

Rural: 0

Urban: 1

23 ( )

3. Which one of the above types of communities
best describes

a. (___)

the community where you now live? 24 )

b. (___) c. ( ) d. ( ) e. ( )

4. Are you

(_____)

)

married?

a. Yes.

b. No.

25 ( )

5. Who is the chief wage earner in your home? 26 ( )

) a. My father (or male guardian).

( ) b. My mother (or female guardian).

(_____) c. Myself.

(____) d. Other person. Who?

) e. Insurance, social security or
something like this.

6. What is his or her (the chief wage earner's
occupation? Please state the type of work, the
position, and the kind of business and owner. 27 ( )



7. About how far did he or she (the chief wage
earner) go in school?

) a. 8th grade or less.

) b. 1-3 years of high school.

( ) c. Completed high school.

(_____) d. Some college.

(_____) e. Completed college.

(_____) f. Don't know.

8. Is there a telephone in your home? (Read

carefully - check only one answer.)

( ) a. No.

( ) b. Yes, a party line.

) c. Yes, a private line.

( ) d. Yes, but I don't know if it is a
private line or party line.

9. Does your family rent or own the place where
you live?

( ) a. Own home or are buying it.

( ) o. Rent home.

( ) c. don't know.

10. Does your family have a car? (Read carefully-
check only one answer.)

( ) a. No.

( ) b. Yes, one car bought used.

c. Yes, one car bought new.
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28

29

30

31



( ) d. Yes, one car but I don't know if
it was bought new or used.

(__) e. We have two (or more) cars.

Do not write in this space.

Total: Questions 6 - 10

11. If you were completely free to choose any job,
what would you desire most as a lifetime job?
Please be specific. Give kind of work and
position.

12. Sometimes we are not always able to do what
we want most. What kind of job do you real
expect to have one to two years after you
finish college, vocational school, military
service, or any other type of educational or
training program that you expect to take part
in? Name the kind of work or job, and posi-
tion:

13. Now do you feel about the job you really
expect to get? (Other than military service.)

( ) a. I .ould do almost anything to
pet the job.

( ) b. ; would like to have the job.

( ) c. It doesn't really matter if I
get the job.

( ) d. I had rather not have to do that
'kind of work.
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32,33

34,35

36

37,38

39

40



( ) e. I would very much rather do some
kind of work.

) f. Don't know.

14. How much education do you think is required
for the kind of job you expect to have.
(Other than military service?)

( ) a. Less than high school diploma.

) b. High school diploma.

( c. Trade school, vocational school,
etc.

) d. Iwo years of college.

( e. Four years of college.

(_ ) f. More than four years of college.

(_____) g. Don't know.

15. How much do you think the job will pay per
year?

per year.

16. What do you thilik is the one most important
thing that might prevent you from doing the
type of work you expect to do? (Other than
military service.)

( ) a. Nothing will prevent me from
doing it.

(_ ) b. Lack of money for training or
education.

( ) c. Training or education would be
too difficult for me.

( ) d. Discrimination in employment
practices.
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41

42,43

44,45



) c. Family responsibility (parents,
wife, children, etc.)

( ) f. No work available near here.

( ) g. Other. Specify:

17. How long do you expect to do this kind of
work? (The work you really expect to do after
your education and military service.)

( ) a. Less than 3 years.

( ) b. 3 to 6 years.

) c. 6 to 9 years.

( ) d. More than 9 years.

( ) e. All my life.

18. If you do not expect to have that job all your
life, what kind of work or job do you exact
to have most of your lifetime?

Type of job or work and position:

i.9. What do you expect to do about military
service?

( ) a. Enlist

( ) b. Wait to be drafted.

( ) c. Get out of going some way or
other.

) d. Not eligible - I have a physical
disability.

( ) e. Don't know.
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46

47,48

50



20. Hou far do you really expect to go in school?
(Check only one answer.)

( ) a. I don't expect to finish high
school.

) b. Complete no more than the 12th
grade.

) c. Complete a business, technical
commercial or some other type
of vocational program after
high school.

) d. Graduate from a 2-year college.

) e. Graduate from a 4-year college.

) f. Complete additional studies after
graduating from a college or
university.

21. If you plan to go to school beyond high
school, where do you plan to go?

a. College:

b. Technical or vocational school:

22. What curriculum or program do you plan to spe-
cialize in? Please be specific.

College:

b. Vocational training:

23. Are you familiar with the term "Community
College?"

) a. No.

IBM

51

52

115

Code

53,54

56,57

(

( )( )



( ) b. Yes. What is the name of a
Community College?

24, Where did you first hear about Community

Colleges?

( ) a. From a friend.

b. From my parents.

C__) c. Newspaper.

( ) d. School teacher or counselor.

( ) e. On the radio or TV.

( _) f. Other; specify:

25. Are you familiar with the term !'Industrial
Education Center," or "Technical Institute?"

a. No.

) b. Yes. What is the name of an
'Inch:atrial Education Center
or Technical. Institute?

26. Where did you first hear about the Industrial
Education Center or Technical Institute?

( ) a. From a friend.

) b. From my parents.

c. Newspaper.

( ) d. School teacher ..)r counselor.

( ) e. On the radio or TV.

( ) f. Other; specify:
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58,59

60,61

62,63

( )( )

(

( )( )



27. Ave you familiar with lex trade, technical,
business or other types of vocational train-
ing school?

( ) s. No.

( ) b. Yes. What is the name of the
school?
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64,65

28, Ii you answered Yes to questions 23, 25, or 27, name some of the
courses of study, training programs or curriculums offered at the
school you named and the length of time and cost to complete the
programs.

Name of training program, courses Total Number of months to
of study or, curriculums cost complete tl'e prosram

a. $ Month:

b. Months

c. Months

d.

e.

f.

Months

Months

Months

I 66( ) 67( ) 68(,_ ) I

29. Do you know about any vocational or technical
school that you may attend without first com-
pleting high school?

( a. No.

( ) b. Yes. What is the name of the
school?

IBM Code

69



30. to you know where the nearest employment of-
fice (Employment Security Commission) is loca-
ted?

a. Ao.

(----) b. Yes. Where is it located?

31. Have you taken a course in high school called
"Occupational Information," "Introduction to
Occupations," "Career Exploration" or any .

other Atli school course that teaches abcut
different jobs and kinds of work or occupa-
tions?

( ) a.

( ) b. No.

( ) c. We do not have a course like that
in my school.

32. How do you and your friends rate socially in
this school?

) a. At the top.

( ) b. Near the top.

c. About in the middle.

( ) d. Near the bottom.
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70

71

72

(

33. What school organizations or clubs do you now belong to or take
part in?

Name or type of
organization

4.0.ms

Are you Do you Do you hold office or
a member attend serve on a committee

INNOINer

a. Student council or
government Yes(___) Yes(___)



Name or type of
organization

r,..111110.
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Are you Do you Do you hold office or
a member attend serve on a committee

b.

c.

Senior class officer _Yes(

Hobby clubs such as
photography or
crafts (please
list names)

Yes (

)

)

Yes(___)

Yes (_ )

Yes( )

Yes

Yes ( ) Yes ( )

Dramatics club Yes( ) Ye3( ) Yes( )

e. Monogram club Yes( ) Yes( ) Yes( )

f. Newspaper staff Yes( ) Yes( ) Yes(

g.

h.

Annual staff

Vocational clubs,
such as F.F.A.

Yes( ) Yes( ) Yes(

_)

)

(please list)

Yes( Yes(___) Yes( )

i.

Yes(

_)

) Yes(___) Yes( )

Athletic teams
(please list)

Yes ( ) Yes ( ) Yes ( )

j.

Yes( ) Yes(___) Yes( )

Other clubs
(please specify)

Yes(___) Yes ( ) Yes ( )

Yes Yes( ) Yes( )

I

Do not write in this space.
Total Participation: 73,74 (___) ( )

34. Which one of the following best describes the
. high school programor curriculum you.are

rolled in?

( ) a. College preparatory

( ) b. Vocational

IBM Code

75



35. Here is a list of the kinds of job training
courses vocational students take in schools

around the country. Mark the number of the
program that comes closest to the one you are
tilting the most work in during high school.

a. Agriculture
) 1). Air conditioning

( c. Airplane mechanics
(_____) d. Auto body mechanics

e. Automotive mechanics
( __) f. Brick or stone masonry

( ___) g. (dbinet waking
) h. Carpentry

( ) i. Commercial art
( ) j. Cooperative office or business

training

) k. Diesel mechanics
1. Distributive education

( ) m, Electricity
( ) n. Food trades

( ) o. Foundry
( ) p. Industrial cooperative trainini.(_ ) q. Machine shop
( ) r. Painting and decorating
( ) s. Plumbing (pipe fitting)
( ) t. Printing
( ) u. Radio - IV repair
( ) v, Sheet metal work
( ) w. We

( ) x. Other:

36. What is your grade average for all your high
school work?

( ) a. A (either A-, A, cr A+)

( ) b. B (either B-, B, or B+)

(___ ) C. C (either C-, C, or C+)

(_ ) d. D (either D-, D, or D+)

( ) e. Don't know.

37. How many tiws did you talk with a guidance
counselor this year about your future educa-
tion or job training?
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76,77

78

79



( ) a. Never.
( b. Once.
(_____) c.

d.

or three times,
1.uur or more times.

) e. We have no guidance counselor.

38. Have you ever read a college catalog or a vo-
cational school catalog?

College? a. No.

( ) b, Yes. What college?
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Vocational school:

( ) c. No.

( ) d, Yes. What school?

39. In the past 12 months, have you ever written to
or talked with a college or vocational school
official about going to his school?

College: ( ) a. No.

( ) b. Yes. What college?

Vocational school:

(_ ) c. No.

( ) d. Yes. What school?

40. Have you filled out an application form for en-
trance in a collef,e or vocational school next fall?

College: ( a. No.

) b. Yes. What ccllege?

Vocational school:



( ) c. N.

d. Yes. What school?

41. Did you ever stay away from school during this
school year just because you didn't want to
come?

_) a. No.

) b. Yes, for 1 or 2 days.

c. Yes, for 3 to 6 days.

( ) d. Yea, for 7 to 15 days.

( ) e. Yes, for 16 or more days.

42. Are you now working or have you ever worked?

Full-time: a. Yes ( ) b. No. ( )

Part-time: a. Yes ) b. No. (_

If you are now working or have worked, list
the kind(s) of jub(s) or work:

a.

b.

c.

d.

43. We are interested in how you feel about life
and how you see it. Please state whether you
agree or disagree with the following state-
ments from the way you feel about things.

a. Nowadays a person has to live pretty much
for himself and let tomorrow take care of
itself.

( )Agree ( )Disagree ( )Don't know

122

IBM Code

9

10

11

12

13
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b. In spite of what !..tople say, the lot
oT the average man is getting worse,

IBM Code

noc better. 14

( )Agree C__)Disagree ()Don't know

c. It's hardly fair to bring
the world with the way

children into
things look for

the future. 15 (____)

( )Agree ( }Disagree ()Don't know

d. These days a person doesn't know whom he
can count on. 16 ( )

( )Agree ()Disagree (___)Don't know

e. There is little use in
officials because often

writin public
they biLLI't

re, ily interested in the problems of the
average man. 17 (

(__)ARree ( )Disagree (__)Don't know

f. Things have usually gone against me in
life. 18 ( )

(__)Agree ( }Disagree ()Don't know

Do not write
in this space. 19



As wu mentioned before, your answers to these questions are

strictly confidential. No informatim about particular persons will

given to your school or anyone else. However, we need your name and

address, and some other information so that we can locate and contact

you several years from now to continue the study.

Please give us the following information:

PLEASE PRINT

a. Your name and address:

124

First name

"1=11v

Middle Last

.+.1............
Street or RFD Address

City or Town County

b. Name and address of a relative or friend (livisggtp different
address from the one you gave ab who will always know where you
are living if you should move in the next few years.

First name

City or Town

Middle initial

Street or RFD Address

County

Last name
Y

.......ren+Oren

THANX YOU FOR HELPING US!

State
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Appendix B

Variables, Their Level of Measurement, and Rtatistical
Techniques Regarding Stated Hypotheaes

BY221hILLE Variables
Level of

Measurement
Statistical
Technique_

1 LOS Nominal Chi square
Race Nominal

IPIa Nominal

(segregated)a Nominal

2-3 LOS Nomlnal Chi square

Race Nominal

IPIa Nominal

IS Ia Nominal

4 LOS Ordinal Kendall's tau

ISI Ordinal

Race Nominal

ISI Nominal

5-6 LOS Ordinal Kendall's tau
IPI Ordinal

Race
a Nominal

IPIa Nominal

7 LOB Nominal Chi square
IPI (and segregation)

laced
Nominal
Nominal

IPIa Nominal

8.9 LOS Nominal Chi square

IPI (and segregation) Nominal

Race. Nominal
IPIa Nomlnal

l0 LOS Ordinal Kendall's tau
SFS Ordinal

Ra ce a Nominal

LOS Ordinal Kendall's tau
She of school Ordinal

Race. Nominal

12 LOS Nominal Chi square

Community orientation Nominal

Racea Nominal

Appendix 8 continued
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Appendix B (continued)

Hypothesis Variables

Level of
Measurement

Statistical
Technique

13-14 LOE Nominal Chi square
Race Nominal
SESa Nominal

IPIa Nominal

IPI (segregatedla Nominai

Size of school Nominal

Community orientation Nominal

15-16 LOE Ordinal Kendall's tau
IP!, ISI Ordinal

Racea Nominal
IPIa Nominal
ISIa Nominal
SESa Nominal

Size of school° Nominal
Community orientation° Nominal

17 LOE Ordinal Kendall's tau
KOEO Ordinal
Racea Nominal

18 K0E0 Ordinal Kendall's tau
IPI, ISI Ordinal

Racea Nominal

19 LOE Ordinal. Kendall's tau
OPB Urdinsl
Race° Nominal

20 OFB Ordinal Kendall's tau
IPI, ISI Ordinal

Race Nominal
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Appendix C

Appendix Tables

Appendix Table 1. Frequency distribution of respondents by level of
occupational expectation

Level of occupational
expectation

----11122910entx Categories
Number Percta Number Percent

low_

1

1

42
1

2.

28

.1

.1

3.3
.1

1.8

t.2

23

37

42
44

45
47

50 17 t.4 276 22.0
51 2 .2

52 12 1.0
54 16 1 1

55 75 6.0
57 9 .7
58 8 .6

59 41 3.3

Low

60 31 2.5
61 23 1.8
62 11 .9 254 20.3
63 49 3.9
64 6 .5
65 134 10.7

tillig!

66 18 1.4
67 36 2.9
68 52 4.1 .225 17.9
69 68 5.4
70 51 4.1

Miih

71 8 .6

72 35 2.8

table continued
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Appendix Table 1. (continued)

Level of occupational
expectation

Respondents Categories
Number Percent Number Percent

73

74

23
19

1.8

1.5

75 80 6.4 229 18.3

76 29 2.3

77 2 .2

/8 33 2.6

Very high

79 90 7.2

80 26 2.1

81 22 1.8

82 15 1.2

83 21 1.7 273 21.5

84 10 .8

85 5 .4

86 65 5.2

89 4 .3

93 12 1.0

10101.1MIONI

Total 1254a 100.2 1254 100.0

a
Bight participants did not indicate expected occupations.
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Appendix Table 2. Frequency distribution of respondents by intensity
of physical integration

Physical integration
score

Respondents Categories
Number Percent Number Percent

Low

45
64

3.6
5.1

1

2

3 85 6.7 ?78 22.1

4 25 2.0

5 59 4.7

Nedium

71 5.66

7 16 1.3

8 48 3.8

9 34 2.7

10 13 1.0

11 46 3.6 321 25.3

12 17 1.3

13 17 1.3

14 15 1 1

16 28 2.2

17 16 1.3

EIJI

18 16 1.3

19 66 5.2

20 17 1.3

21 17 1.3

22 67 5.4

24 34 2./ 324 25.7

25 18 1.4

28 15 1.2

29 12 1.0

30 9 .7

31 14 1.1

32 11 .9

61 28 2.2

IMMIWIWOWIMI1 maill1011111W

Subtotal 923 73.1 923

Table continued
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Appendix Table 2. (continuid)

Segregated
White
Nonwhite

Total

104

235

8.2

18.6
8.2

18.6

1762 99.9 1262 99.9
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Appendix Table 3. Frequency distribution of respondents by intensity of
social integration

Social integration
score

Respondents Catemcies
Number Percent Number Percent

Low.

0 240 19.0

1 54 4.3 492 39.0

2 10 .8

3 188 14.9

Medium

4 16 1.3

5 5 .4

6 192 15.2

7 16 1.3

8 6 .5 45! 35.7
9 108 8.6

10 9 .7.

11 3 .2

12 96 7.6

Nigh

13 11 .9

14 3 .2

15 62 4.9

16 4 .3

18 53 4.2

19 4 .3

20 3 .2

21 35 2.8
22 5 .4

21 2 .2

24 30 2.4

25 5 .4

27 20 1.6

28 4 .3

30 24 1.9

31 2 .2

33 10 .8 319 25.3

34 1 .1

36 13 1.0

37 1 .1

Table continued
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KppendiwTable 3. (continucl)

Social integration
score

Respondents Categories
Number Percent Number Percent

3.9.. 6 .5

42 5 .4

43 1 .1

45 3 .3

46 2 .2

48 3 .2

51 1 .1

52 1 .1

54 1 .1

60 1 .1

63 1 .1

66 1 .1

78 1 .1

Total 1262 100.3 1262 10C 0
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Appendix Table 4. Frequency distribution of respondents by socio-
economic status

Socioeconomic status Respondents Categories
Number Percent Number Percent

Low

2

48
25
23

12

.2

3.8
2.0
1.8
1.0

35

42
44
45
46
47 138 10.9 424 33.6

48 14 1.1

49 7 .6

50 30 2.4

51 5 .4

52 115 9.1

53 5 .4

Medium

54 36 2.9

55 83 6.6

56 4 .3

57 27 2.1

58 15 1.2

59 23 1.8

60 7? 6.1 457 36.2

61 27 2.1

67 18 1.4

63 23 1.8

64 9 .7

65 115 9.1

High

66 28 2.2

67 21 1.7

68 69 5.5

69 25 2.0

70 42 3.3

71 7 .:,

72 41 3.2

73 10 .8

74 14 1.1

Table confirmed



Appendix Table 4. (continued)

wimorrow..
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Socioeconomic status Respondents Categories
Number Percent Number Percent

75
76

77

78

79

29

9

6

10

22

2.3
.7

.5

.8

1.7

80 6 .5 381 30.2

81 11 .9

82 5 .4

83 7 .6

84 1 .1

86 8 .6

88 1 .1

89 3 .2

93 6 .4 -----

Total 1262 100,0 1262 100.0
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Appendix Table 5. Frequency distribution of respondents by size of
school

Size of school Categories_Respondents
Number Percent Number Percent

Low

20-29 22 1.7

30-39 21 1.7

40-49 42 3.3

50-59 44 3.5

60-69 68 5.4 460 36.4

70-79 50 4.0

80-89 35 2.8

90-99 62 4.9

100-109 15 1.2

110-119 26 2.1

120-129 75 5.9

Medium

130-139 21 1.7

140-149 56 4.4

150-159 63 5.0

160-169 11 .9

170-179 13 1.0

180-189 47 3.7 373 29.6

190-199 30 2.4

200-209 28 2.2

210-219 28 2.2

220-229 57 4.5

230-239 19 1.5

High

240-249 22 1.7

250-259 16 1.3

260-269 15. 1.2

270-279 31 2.5

280-289 54 4.3

330-339 42 3.3

340-349 18 1.4

380-389 17 1.3 429 34.0

390-399 35 2.8

400-409 49 3.9

Table continued
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Appendix Table 5. (continued)

Size of school Respondents Categories
Number Percent Number Percent

410-419 28 2.2

420-429 16 1.3

440-449 13 1.0

470-479 18 1.4

500-509 33 2.6
620-629 22 1.7

Total 1262 99.9 1262 100.0
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Appendix Table 6. Frequency distribution of respondents by knowledge of
occupational education opportunities

KOEO Responses _lisszonleae Knowledge
Categories

.......wommow.

Score
Number Percent VAlbe Number:Percent....amel

KOE0-1

No response 5 .4 Low 1 104 .8.2

No 99 7.8
Yes 44 3.5 Medium 2 121 9.6

Yes, but
incDr.Mct name 77 6.1

Yes, and
correct name 1037 82.2 High 3 1037 82.2

1262 100.0

Total 1262 100.0

KOE0-2

No response 41 3.2 Low 1 672 53.2

No 631 50.0

Yes 24 1.9 Medium 2 84 6.7

Yes, but
incorrect name 60 4.8

Yes, and
correct name 506 40.1 High 3 506 40.1

Total . 1262 100.0 1262 100.0

KOEO -3

0 615 48.7 Law 1 615 48.7

1 178 14.1 Medium 2 349 27.7

2 171 13.5

3 137 10.9 High 3 298 23.6

4 73 5.8

5 29 2.3

6 59 4.7 ...----

Total 1262 100.0 1262 100.0
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Appendix Table 7. Frequency distribution of respondents by occupational
preparation behavior

OPR Responses Respondents Preparation
Number Percent Categories Value Number Percent

Score

OPB-1

No response 1 .1 Low 1 196 15.5

Stop now 4 .3

High school only 191 15.1

Vocational course 386 30.6 Medium 2 510 40.4

Two-year college 124 9.8
Four-year college 348 27.6 High 3 556

Post college 208 16.5

Total 1262 100.0 1262 100.0

OPB-2

Don't know 106 8.4 Very Low 1 8.4

D 81 6.4 Low 2 6.4

C 653 51.7 Medium 3 51.7

B 369 29.2 High 4 29.2

A 53 4.2 Very High 5 4.2

Total 1262 99.9 99.9

OPB-3

No response 8 .6 Low 1 401 31.8

Never 184 14.6

Once 209 16.6
Two or three

times 462 36.6 Medium 2 462 36.6

Four or more
times 399 31.6 High 3 399 31.6

Total 1262 100.0 1262 100.0
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Appendix Table 8. Percentage distribution of high physically integrated
respondents by level of occupational expectation and
by race

Level of occupational

Race

White Nonwhite Total
expectation (N = 190) (N = 133) (N = 323)

Percent and Directions

Very high (79-93) 17.4 0 18.8 0 18.0

High (71-78) 23.2 + 9.8 - 17.6

oedium (66-70) 21.1 + 13.5 - 18.0

Low (60-65) 20.0 - 29.3 + 23.8

Very low (23-59) 18.4 - 28.6 + 221.6

Total 100.1 100.0 100.0

X
2

= 16.912; df = 4, Significant at the .01 level.

a
Direction of deviation from expected frequency.

Appendix Table 9. Percentage distribution of medium and low physically
integrated respondents by level of occupational ex-
pectation and by race

Race

Level of occupational
expectation

White
(N = 530)

Nonwhite
(N = 65)

Percent and DirectU7

Total
= 595)

Very high (79-93) 27.9 0 20.0 - 27.1

High (71-78) 18.3 0 10.8 - 17.5

Medium (66-70) 20.4 0 12.3 - 19.5

Low (60-65) 17.4 0 26.2 + 18.3

Very low (23-59) 16.0 - 30.8 + 17.6

Total 100.0 100.1 100.0

X
2
= 13.643; df = 4, Significant at the .01 level.

a
Direction of deviation from expected frequency.
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Appendix Table 10. Percentage distribution of high socially integrated
respondents by level of occupational expectation
and by race

Race

Level of occupational
expectation

Very high (79-93)
High (71-78)

Medium (66-70)

Low ( i0-65)

Very low (23-59)

Total

White Nonwhite
(N = 230) (N = 88)

Percent and Directiona

Total
(N = 318)

44.3 +
28.3 -
15.2 +
8.3 -
3.9 -

31.8 -
33.0 +
11.4 -
14.8 +
9.1 +

100.0 100.0

40.9
29.9
14.2

10.1

5.3

100.0

X2 = 9.461; df = 4, Not significant at the .05 level.

a
Direction of deviation from expected frequency

Appendix Table 11. Percentage distribution of medium socially integrat-
ed respondents by level of occupational expectation
and by race

Level of occupational
expectation

Race

White
(N = 294)

Nonwhite
(N = 154)

Total
(N = 448)

Very high (79-93)
High (71-78)

Medium (66-70)

Low (60-65)

Very low (23-59)

Percent and Directiona

20.4 -
17.7 +
23.1 +
18.4 -
20.4 -

Total 100.0

20.8 +
14.3 -
15.6 -
23.4 +
26.0 +

20.5
16.5

20.1

20.1
22.3

100.1 99.9

2
X = 6.181; df = 4, Not significant at the .05 level.

a
Direction of deviation from expected frequency
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Appendix Table 12. Percentage distribution of low socially integrated
respondents by level of occupational expectation and
by race

Race

Level of occupational
expectation

Total

(N = 488)

White
(N = 297)

Nonwhite
(N = 191)

Percentage and Direction3--

Very high (79-93) 11.1 + 7.9 - 9.8

High (71-78) 14.1 + 9.9 - 12.5

Medium (66-70) 21.5 + 12.6 - 18.0

Low (60-65) 26.9 0 27.2 0 27.0

Very low (23-59) 42.4 + 32:_6

Total

_26.3

99.9 100.0 99.9

X
2

= 17.396; df = 4, Significant at the .01 level.

a
Direction of deviation from expected frequency.

Appendix Table 13. Percentage distribution of white physically inte-
grated and segregated respondents by level of occu-
pational expectation

Level of occupational

Intensity of integration

Segregation Integration Total
expectation (N 100) (N = 720) (N = 820)

Percent. and Directiona

Very high (79-93) 14.0 - 25.1 + 23.8
High (71-78) 18.0 - 19.6 0 19.4

Medium (66-70) 19.0 - 20.6 0 20.9

Low (60-65) 23.0 + 18.1 0 18.6

Very low (23-59) 26.0 + 16.7 - 17:8

Total 100.0 100.1 100.0

X2 = 10.244; df n 4, Significant at the .05 level.

aDirection of deviation from expected frequency.
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Appendix Table 14. Percentage distribution of white high physically in-
tegrated and segragated respondents by level of
occupational expectation

Level of occupational
expectation

Very high (79-93)
High (71-78)

Medium (66-70)

Low (60-65)

Very low (23-59)

Total

---
Intensity of Integration

Segregation High integration Total

(N = 100) (N = 190) (N = 290)

Percent and Directio7

14.0 -

18.0 -
19.0 -
23.0 +

100.0

17.4 +
23.1 +
21.1 +
20.0 -
18.4 -

100.0

16.2

21.4
20.3
21.0
21.0

99.9

X
2

= 3.479; df = 4, Not significant at the 05 level.

aDirection of deviation from expected frequency.

Appendix Table 15. Percentage distribution of white medium physically
integrated and segregated respondents by level of
occupational expectation

Intensity of Integration

Level of occupational Segregation
expectation

(N = 100)

Very high (79-93)
High (71-78)

Medium (66-70)

Low (60-65)

Very low (23-59

Total

Medium Total
integration

(N = 267) (N = 367)

Percent and Direction

14.0 -
18.0 0
19.0 -
23.0 +

100.0

25.9 +
18.7 0
21.7 0
19.8 +
13.8 -

99.9

22.6
18.5
21.0
20 7
17.2.

100.0

X
2 = 11.386; df = 4, Significant at the .05 level.

aDirection of deviation from expected frequency.
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Appendix Table 16. Percentage distribution of white low physically in-
tegrated and segregated respondents by level of
occupational expectation

Level of occupational
expectation

Intensity of physical integration

Scgrcgation Low integration 'Total

(N = 100) (N = 263) (N = 363)

Percent and Directiona

Very high (79-93) 14.0 - 30.0 + 25.6
High (71-78) 18.0 0 17.9 0 17.9
Medium (66-70) 19.0 0 19.0 0 19.0

Low (60-65) 23.0 + 14.8 - 17.1

Very low (23-59) 26 0 + _18L2_,...: _20.4

Total 100.0 99.9 100.0

X
2

= 12.241; d = 4, Significant at the .05 level.

.

aDirection of deviation from expected frequency.

Appendix Table 17. Percentage distribution of nonwhite high physically
integrated and segregated respondents by level of
occupational expectation

Level of occupational
expectation

Intensity of physical integration

Segregation High integration Total
(N = 235) (N = 133) (N = 368)

Percentage and Directions

Very high (79-93) 15,7 18.8 + 16.8

High (71-78) 21.3 + 9.8 - 17.1

Medium (66-70) 13.6 0 13.5 0 13.6
Low (60-65) 19,1 - 29.3 + 22.8
Very low (23-59) 28 6 -__ 29.6

Total

-1.2112_±

99.9

_

100.0 99.9

X
2
= 10.963; df = 4, Significant at the .05 level.

aDirection of deviation from expected frequency.
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Appendix Table 18. Percentage distribution of nol.white medium and low
physically integrated and segregated respondents by
level of occupational expectation

Level of occupational
expectation

Intensity of physical integration

Segregation Medium and low Total

integration
(N = 235) (N = 64) (N = 299)

Percent and Directiona

Very high (79-93) 15.7 - 20.3 + 16.7

High (71-78' 21.3 + 9.4 - 18.7

Medium (66-70) 13.6 0 12.5 0 13.4

Low (60-65) 19.1 - 26.6 + 20.7

Very low (23-59) 30.2 0 31.2 0 30.4

Total 99.9 100.0 99.9

X
2

= 5.829; df = 4, Not significant at tt.e .05 level.

a
Direction of deviation from expected frequency.

Appendix Table 19. Percentage distribution of respondents by level of
occupational expectation and by community orienta-
tion

Level of occupational
expectation

Community orientation

Rural
(N = 733)

Urban Total

(N = 518) (N = 1251)

Percent and Diij7To717-

Very high (79-93) 14.3 - 31.9 + 21.6

High (71-78) 13.8 - 24.5 + 18.2

Medium (66-70) 17.6 0 18.5 0 18.0

Low (60-65) 24.8 + 13.7 - 20.2

Very low (23-59) 29.5 + 11.4 - 22.0

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

X
2

= 126.249; df = 4, Significant at the .001 level.

a
Direction of deviation from expected frequency.
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Appendix Table 20. Percentage distribution of nonwhite respondents by
level of occupational expectation and by community
orientation

Level of occupational

Community orientation

Rural Urban Total
expectation (N = 266) (N = 165) (N = 431)

Percent and Direction

Very high (79-93) 11.6 - 26.7 + 17.4

High (71-78) 12.0 - 22.4 + 16.0

Medium (66-70) 12.4 - 15.1 + 13.5

Low (60-65) 26.7 + 18.2 - 23.4

Very low (23-59) 37.2 + 17.6 - 29.7

Total 99.9 :00.0 100.0

X
2

= 37.008; df = 4, Significant at the .001 level.

a
Direction of deviation from expected frequency.

Appendix Table 21. Percentage distribution of white respondents by
level of occupational expectation and by community
orientat?on

Level of occupational
expectation

Community orientation

Rural Urban

(N = 467) (N = 353)

Total
(N = 820)

Very high (79-93) 15.8 - 34.3 + 23.8

High (71-78) 14.8 - 25.5 + 19.4

Medium (66 -70) 20.6 0 20.1 0 20.4

Low (60-65) 23.7 + 11.6 - 18.5

Very low (23-59) 25.1 + 8.5 - 17.9

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

X
2

= 87.412; df = 4, Significant at the .001 level.

a
Direction of deviation from expected frequency.
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Appendix Table 22, Percentage distribution of physically integrated
high and medium socioeconomic status respondents by
level of occupational expectation and by race

Level of occupational
expectation

Race

White
(N = 614)

Nonwhite
(N = 70)

Total

(N = 684)

Percent and Direction

Very high (79-93) 27.2 + 22.8 - 26.8

High (71-78) 21.3 + 10.0 - 20.2

Medium (66-70) 21.8 0 15.7 - 21.2

Low (60-65) 15.5 - 35,7 + 17.5

Very low (23-59) 14.2 0 15.7 + 14.3.

Total 100.0 99.9 100.0

X
2

= 20.333; df = 4, Significant at the .001 level.

a
Direction of deviation from expected frequency.

Appendix Table 23. Percentage distribution of physically integrated low
socioeconomic status respondents by level of occupa-
tional expectation and by race

Race

Level of occupational
expectation

White Nonwhite

(N = 106) (N = 127)

Total

(N = 233)

Percent and Directiona

Very high (79-93) 13.2 - 17.3 + 15.5

nigh (71-78) 9.4 0 9.4 0 9.4

Medium (66-70) 13.2 0 11.8 + 12.4

Low (60-65) 33.0 + 24.4 - 28.3

Very low (23-59) 31.1 - 37.0 - 34.3

Total 99.9 99.9 99.9

X2 - 2.817; df = 4, Not significant at the .05 level.

aDirection of deviation from expected frequency.
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Appendix Table 24. Percentage distribution of segregated high and
medium socioeconomic status by level of occupational
expectation and by race

Level of occupational
expectation

Race

White Nonwhite Total
(N 69) (N 78) (N 147)

Percent and Direction

Very high (79-93) 18.8 - 23.1 + 21.1

High (71-78) 18.8 - 26.9 + 23.1

Medium (66-70) 20.3 + 7.7 - 13.6

Low (60-65) 20.3 0 20.5 0 20.4

Very low (23-59) 21.7 0 21.8 0 21.8

Total 99.9 100.1 100.0

X2X it 5.614; df 4, Not significant at the .05 level.

a
Direction of deviation from expected frequency.

Appendix Table 25. Percentage distribution of segregated low socio-
economic status respondents by level of occupational
expectation and by race

11 MIN111.1

Level of occupational
expectation

Race

White
(N 32)

Nonwhite
(N 157)

Total
(N 189)

11.011111.11iMIMMI11!

Very high
and high

Medium
Low
Very low

Total

Percent and Direction

(79-93)8

(66-70)
(60.65)

(23.59)

18.8 -

15.6 0
28.1 +
37.5
TWO--

30.6 +

16.6 0
18.5

34.4 0
T5U71--

28.6

16.4

20.1

34.9
100.0

X
2 2.640; df 3, Not significant at the .05 level.

a
The very high and high LOE categories ere combined as the N in
some cells was not large enough for the chi square test.

bDirection of deviation from expected frequency.
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Appendix Table 26. Percentage distribution of physically integrated
large school respondents by level of occupational
expectation and by race

Level of occupational
expectation

Race

White
(N - 291)

Nonwhite
(N 0 91)

Total

(N 182)

Percent and Directiona

Very high (79-93) 25.8 + 20.9 - 24.6

High (71-78) 22.3 + 11.0 - 19.6

Medium (66-70) 24.4 + 14.3 - 22.0

Low (60-65) 14.4 - 19.8 + 15.7

Very low (23-59) 13.1 - 34.1 + 18.1

Total 100.0 99.9 100.0

X
2

m 26.644; df m 4, Significant at the .001 level.

a
Direction of deviation from expected frequency.

Appendix Table 27. Percentage distribution of physically integrated
medium school respondents by level of occupational
expectation and by race

11111111110.1111. SY.
101.11,

Level of occupational
expectation

Race

White Nonwhite
(N 0 2',6) (N a 61)

Total
(N * 307)

---------
Percent and Direction

Alb .11....so-ol..

Very high (79-93) 28.0 + 18.0 - 26.1

High (71-7S) 22.2 + 6.6 - 15.6

Medium (66-70) 175 + 11.5 - 16.3

Low (60-65) 19.1 - 34.4 + 22.1

Very low (23-59) 17.5 - 29.5 + 19.9

Total 100.0 100.0 100 . 0

X2 15.715; df 0 4, Significant at the .01 level.

a
Direction of deviation from expected frequency.
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Appendix Table 28. Percentage distribution of physically integrated
small school respondents by level of occupational
expectation and by race

Level of occupational
expectation

Race

White
(N 183)

Nonwhite
(N = 46)

Total
(N 229)

Percent and Directions

Very high (79-93) 20.2 0 17.4 - 19.7
High (71-78) 17.5 0 13.0 - 16.6

Medium (66-70) 18.6 + 13.0 - 17.5
Low (60-65) 22.4 - 37.0 + 25.3
Very low (23.59) 21.3 0 19.6 - 21.0

Total 100.0 100.0 100.1

X
2

4.3587; df * 4, Not significant at the .05 level.

aDirection of deviation from expected frequency.

Appendix Table 29. Percentage distribution of physically integrated
urban respondents by level of expectation and by
race

Level of occupational
expectation

Race

White
(N 335)

Nonwhite
(N * 76)

Total
(N 411)

Percent and Directions

Very high (79-93) 34.6 + 27.6 - 33.3

High (71-78) 25.7 + 17.1 24.1

Medium (66.70) 20.3 + 14.5 - 19.2

Low (60.65) 11.3 - 22.4 + 13.4

Very low (23.59) SA - 18.4 + 10.0

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

X
2

* 16.184; df * 4, Significant at the .01 level.

a
Direction of deviation from expected frequency.
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Appendix Table 30. Percentage distribution of physically integrated
rural respondents by level of expectation and by
race

Level of occupational
expectation

Race

White
(N = 384)

Nonwhite
(N s 121)

Total
(N = 505)

Percent and Directions

Very high (79-93) 16.9 0 14.0 - 16.2

High (71-78) 14.3 + 5.8 - 11.3

Medium (66-70) 20.8 + 12.4 - 18.8

Low (60.65) 23.7 - 32.2 + 25.7

Very low

Total

(23-59) 24.2 -, 35.5 + 26.9

99.999.9 99.9

X
2

= 16.393; df 4, Significant at the .01 level.

a
Direction of deviation from expected frequency.

Appendix Table 31. Percentage distribution of segregated urban respond-
ents by level of occupational expectation ard by
race

=gar AMENSI=IMISMI=Ier

Level of occupational
expectation

Race

White
(N 0 18)

Nonwhite Total
(N 0 89) (N 107)

11.110.11. __----_--
Percent and Direction-

Very high (79-93) 27.8 + 25.8 0 26.2

High (71-78) 22.2 - 27.0 0 26.2

Medium (66-70) 16.7 0 15.7 0 15.9

Low (60-65) 16.7 + 14.6 0 15.0

Very low (23.59) 16.7 0 16.8 0 16.8

Total 100.1 99.9 100.1

X
2 0 0.201; df = 4, Not significant at the .05 level.

°Direction of deviation from expected frequency,
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Appendix Table 32. Percentage distribution of segregated respondents by
level of occupational expectation and by race

Level of occupational
expectation

Race

White
(N 83)

Nonwhite
(N la 145)

Total
(N228)

Percent and Directions

Very high (79.93) 10.8 0 9.6 0 10.1
High (71-78) 16.9 0 17.2 0 17.1

Medium (66-70) 19.3 + 12.4 - 14.9
Low (60.65) 24.1 + 22.1 0 22.8

Very low (23.59) 28.9 38.6 + 35.1

Total 100.0 99.9 100.0

X2 3.258; df 4, Not significant at the .05 level.

a
Direction of deviation from expected frequency.
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